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First External Review of the SGRP’ 
The discussion of the Review report was extensive and longer than originally anticipated. It 
was based on the TAC Chair’s overview of the external Review report, the SGRP response, 
the TAC commentary, and the suggested actions to be taken by the CGIAR. Review Panel 
Chair Jaap Hardon, TAC Chair Don Winkelmann, and SGRP leader Geoffrey Hawtin 
responded to questions. The discussion, conclusions, and recommendations were 
summarised by Iain MacGillivray, who chaired the session on October 30, 1998. 
Comments and Issues 
The members reaffirmed the principle of unrestricted access to the CGIAR’s genetic 
resources. The members also reaffirmed the need to harmonize the CGIAR’s policies on 
access, sustainable use and benefit-sharing of genetic resources with the decisions eventually 
reached on these aspects through ongoing inter-governmental negotiations. The Members 
expressed caution regarding a CGIAR advocacy role in inter-governmental debates, and 
noted progress in the finalisation of MTAs for distributing materials under the FAO-CGIAR 
agreements. 
The fundamental issue facing the CGIAR is whether to: 
(4 focus its genetic resources activities essentially on improved management and 
co-ordination of the Centers’ genebank operations, or 
( w expand its activities to create regional networks to build a global system for the 
long-term conservation of the materials the CGIAR holds in trust. 
The members agreed that both courses of action are important and that ways to integrate them 
should be developed. 
While there was agreement that SGRP’s functions are crucial to the CGIAR and should be 
continued, there was no clear consensus on the Review Panel’s proposed alternatives for 
restructuring SGRP’s governance. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
The newly established CGTAR Consultative Council should take into account the 
recommendations by TAC and the External Review Panel as it follows up on the System 
Review recommendations for the governance of genetic resources. 
The CGIAR should address the need for an operational structure to enable genebank 
managers at the Centers to work together and in relation to NARS. 
Two “keystone” type conferences should be convened to address issues of global vision, 
objectives, scope, strategy, and an operational structure for genetic resources activities, as 
well as to examine how CGIAR genetic resources activities could be organized. 
Participants would include Centers, the Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic 
Resources (ICWG-GR), FAO, NARS, CGIAR Members, and other stakeholders. 
TAC should work with the Centers, including IPGRI and ICWG-GR, to develop a 
program for Group investment in improving the Centres’ genebank facilities. 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Donald Winkelmann, Chairman 
Dear Mr. Serageldin, 
12’h October 1998 
I am pleased to submit to you the report of the First External Review of the System- 
wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) which was conducted during January-August 
1998 under the chairmanship of Dr. Jaap Hardon of The Netherlands. The Review Report 
was considered by TAC at its 75’h Meeting held at CIMMYT in September in the presence 
of the Panel Chair. SGRP was represented by its Programme Leader, Dr. Geoffrey Hawtin, 
Director-General of IPGRI, the convening Centre; Dr. Joel Cohen, Chair of the ICWG-GR; 
and Dr. Jane Toll, Co-ordinator, SGRP Secretariat. 
While this was the first external review of a System-wide Programme, it was by no 
means the first examination of the issue of genetic resources in the CGIAR System. The 
Panel had the benefit not only of interactions with the convening Centre and its Board of 
Trustees, the ICWG-GR, and a broad range of other actors in this sector, but also of the 
Stripe Review of 1994, the External Review of CGIAR Genebank Operations of 1996, and 
previous EPMRs of IBPGR and IPGRI. 
The Panel thoroughly evaluated SGRP’s performance, covering a broad range of 
topics including the policy environment for global genetic resources; the mission, strategy, 
governance, resourcing, and accomplishments of SGRP; and options for enhancing and 
strengthening the role of the Programme in the future. 
In considering this Report, TAC focused on what it judged to be the most critical 
issues facing SGRP, mindful that the outcome of the System Review may affect future 
governance of genetic resources in the CGIAR. TAC’s commentary, therefore, addresses 
recommendations aimed at improving the performance of SGRP but not matters of structure 
and governance. Specifically, TAC endorsed the Panel’s recommendations on monitoring 
and analysing policy decisions at national, regional and global levels; preparing a strategic 
plan with prioritised objectives and areas of research/activity; and making SINGER more 
user-friendly and user-responsive to a wider range of stakeholders. TAC also acknowledged 
that a new structure might be needed for SGRP, but decided to revisit this issue in the light 
of the outcome of the System Review. 
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Finally, the Committee emphasised that SGRP’s functions in the areas of policy, 
representation, information, and public awareness remained critical to the CGIAR and 
should be implemented on a priority basis, particularly the maintenance of all in-trust 
materials at acceptable international standards. In TAC’s judgement, and pending the 
outcome of the System Review, careful consideration should be given to having these 
priorities carried out by IPGRI, with ICWG-GR serving as an advisory body to the Institute. 
In addition to the Report of the Panel, there are two attachments to this letter. The 
first contains the joint response of SGRP and ICWG-GR to the Report; the second, the 
response of IPGRI and its Board of Trustees. 
The general conclusion emerging from the Review is that, while much has been 
achieved in developing a System-wide approach to genetic resources, there is need for more 
coherence in genetic resources policies and actions. Various options have been proposed to 
strengthen SGRP’s governance. These will no doubt attract the attention of the Group as it 
considers the Report at ICw’98. 
Sincerely yours, 
Alexander von der Osten 
Executive Secretary, CGIAR 
Donald L. Winkelmann 
TAC Chair 
TAC COMMENTARY ON THE FIRST EXTERNAL REVIEW OF THE 
SYSTEMWIDE GENETIC RESOURCES PROGRAMME 
The report of the First External Review of the System-wide Genetic Resources 
Programme (SGRP) was discussed at TAC 75 in the presence of the Panel Chair, Dr. Jaap 
Hardon: Dr. Geoffrey Hawtin, Director-General of IPGRI, the SGRP Convening Centre; 
Dr. Joel Cohen, Chair of the Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources; and 
Dr. Jane Toll, Co-ordinator, SGRP Secretariat. 
TAC expresses its thanks to the Chair and members of the Panel for a thorough, 
candid, and thought-provoking review and assessment of SGRP’s performance since its 
inception in 1994 as one of the CGIAR’s System-wide programmes. It also wishes to thank 
SGRP and the Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR), as well as 
IPGRI for making available to TAC 75 their respective comments on the Review Report. In 
preparing its commentary, TAC also benefited from the views expressed by FAO and 
individual Centres. 
The Review’s terms of reference charged the Panel with assessing SGRP in terms of 
its role in positioning the CGIAR within the global genetic resources effort. The Panel was 
to evaluate the Programme’s performance of its mandated functions, covering a broad range 
of topics including the policy environment for global genetic resources; the mission, 
strategy, governance, resourcing, and accomplishments of SGRP; and options for enhancing 
and strengthening the role of the Programme in the future. 
In considering this Report, TAC is mindful that certain of the recommendations of 
the System Review to be considered at ICW’98 may affect the future governance of the 
CGIAR in various sectors, including that of genetic resources. Inasmuch as the 
recommendations of the SGRP Review also have implications for governance, TAC decided 
to focus its current deliberations only on those recommendations aimed at improving the 
performance of SGRP without reference to matters of structure and governance. 
Consideration of the Panel’s recommendations on Centre and System level issues are 
therefore held in abeyance, pending the outcome of the discussion from the System Review. 
The Group will, of course, have the benefit of the Panel’s recommendations on the latter 
issues when the Report is tabled at ICW’98. 
Of the Report’s 18 recommendations, Nos. 3, 8, 9 and 13 relate critically to the major 
functions assigned to SGRP: 
Recommendaiion 3: The Panel recommends that the SGRP should continue to 
monitor policy decisions at national, regional and global levels, as well as ident@ 
needs and opportunities arising from such decisions, so that appropriate actions 
can be taken by the CGIAR in a Systemwide fashion. In addition, the SGRP should 
be involved in the analysis of the consequences for developing countries of 
proposed and agreed policies. 
Recommendation 8: The Panel recommends that the SGRP prepare a strategic 
plan with prioritised objectives and areas of research/activity. 
Recommendation 9: The Panel recommends that a new SGRP structure be 
developed for achieving greater functional effectiveness and efficiency in 
Systemwide co-operation in GR activities in the CGIAR. 
. . . 
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Recommendation 13: The Panel recommends that SINGER be made more user- 
friendly and user-responsive to a wider range of stakeholders. 
TAC wishes to endorse the above recommendations and in particular to emphasise 
the importance of SGRP’s sharply defining its priorities and strategies in relation to its 
mission. While TAC acknowledges that a new structure might be needed for the 
Programme, the Committee reiterates its desire to revisit this issue in the light of possible 
changes in governance resulting from the System Review. In addition, TAC offers the 
following commentary to supplement the Panel’s report: 
SGRP’s antecedents lie in the Group’s earlier extensive deliberations on the need for 
System-wide co-ordination of genetic resources activities to enable the CGIAR to develop, 
adopt and take unified positions and actions on genetic resources issues at national, regional, 
and global levels. In light of the findings of the External Review on SGRP’s performance 
thus far, TAC considers that the most urgent tasks requiring the Programme’s attention and 
action are: 
1. To assist Centres in fulfilling their obligations as trustees of their respective ex-situ 
collections of agricultural, forestry, and aquatic genetic resources. This task involves 
improvement in the efficiency and effectiveness of the following SGRP activities: 
policy: development of policies and tools relating to the conservation of genetic 
resources for food and agriculture in support of implementation of the FAO-CGIAR 
Agreements. 
representation : development of technical and policy positions for purposes of 
appropriately representing the CGIAR in the various global fora dealing with issues 
of genetic resources for food and agriculture; 
information: ensuring the widespread availability of accurate, up-to-date 
information on genetic resources for food and agriculture, especially as pertains to 
the in-trust collections; 
public awareness: increasing awareness, especially among policy-makers, of the 
importance of conserving genetic resources for food and agriculture and of using 
genetic resources as a basis for development; 
training: development of training programmes in the management of genetic 
resources for food and agriculture. 
2. To formulate a minimum standard for genetic resources facilities and a set of guidelines 
for upgrading the facilities so as to keep them at acceptable international norms. 
TAC maintains its position that these tasks remain critical and should be 
implemented on a priority basis. It is especially crucial that all in-trust materials be kept in 
facilities meeting the standards of FAO’s Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and 
Agriculture. The need to upgrade such facilities should be identified wherever appropriate. 
In light of the review’s findings, TAC urges a more rigorous implementation of the 
mandated objectives of SGRP. The Committee agrees with the Panel’s view that the 
Programme’s present structure might not be conducive to achieving the desired results. In 
TAC’s judgement, and pending the outcome of ICw’98’s discussion of the System Review, 
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careful consideration should be given to having the priorities identified above carried out by 
IPGRI, with ICWG-GR serving as an advisory body to the Institute. 
THE <CIAR 
SYSTEM-WIDE 
GENETIC 
RESOURCES 
PROGRAMME 
Donald L. W inkelmann 
Chair, Technical Advisory Committee 
355 East Palace Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
USA 
10 September 1998 
Dear Dr Winkelmann 
ICWG-GR Response to the First External Programme and Management Review 
of the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme 
We are pleased to attach herewith the response of the Inter-Centre Working Group on 
Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR) to the report of the External Programme and 
Management Review of the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP). 
The response has received direct input to its formulation from almost all Centres and 
has been widely endorsed by them. In addition to this response, individual Centres and 
FAO have been invited to add their own commentaries. 
Many thanks for giving us the opportunity to comment on the report. 
Yours sincerely 
J 
Geoffrey Hawtin 
Programme Leader, SGRP 
Joel Cohen 
Chairman, ICWG-GR 
CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) 
International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI) 
Via delle Sette Chiese 142, 00145 Rome, Italy 
Tel: (39) 06518921 Fax: (39) 065750309 Emaii: IPGRI@CGNET.COM 
THE CCIAR 
SYSTEM-WIDE 
GENETIC 
RESOURCES 
PROGRAMME 
Response of the 
Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources 
to the Report of the 
First External Programme and Management Review 
of the 
CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) 
1. The Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR) would like to take 
this opportunity to thank Jaap Hardon and the External Programme and Management 
Review Panel for a thought-provoking report and the useful set of recommendations that 
it contains. We recognise that the task assigned the Panel was far from easy and the fact 
that it was able to come to grips with some of the complexities of the SGRP and address 
various of the key issues it faces, attests to the dedication and professionalism of the 
Panel members. 
2. This response contains the collective reaction of the ICWG-GR to the Report. It starts 
by addressing a few overarching issues and then provides the Group’s response to each 
of the Panel’s individual recommendations. As a collective response, it highlights those 
points with which the Group as a whole is in broad - though not necessarily unanimous - 
agreement. In addition, the Centres have also been invited to supplement this with their 
own individual responses, and in particular, to raise issues for the attention of the 
CGIAR on which it has not been possible to reach a consensus among all the Centres 
themselves. 
3. We fully share the Panel’s perspective on the importance of the SGRP and the need for 
it to continue - and to be strengthened. We are proud of the achievements, perhaps 
understated in the Report, that the Programme has been able to make in the short time of 
its existence. We agree with the Panel’s view that the central objectives of the 
Programme should remain: a) to help ensure that the Centres’ genetic resources policies 
are developed and applied uniformly (especially in relation to the in-trust collections), 
b) that to the extent necessary, the Centres apply consistent and coherent strategies, c) to 
promote a united position at international fora - especially those concerned with the 
development and monitoring of international policy, and d) to facilitate and catalyse the 
Centres to become more active and effective players in the context of the overall global 
effort on the conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources. 
CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) 
International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI) 
Via delle Sette Chiese 142, 00145 Rome, Italy 
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We are concerned that the Review may have served to confirm the confusion that exists 
within and outside the CGIAR, between the definition of SGRP as a programme 
encompassing all genetic resources activities within the CGIAR versus the co-ordinating 
and facilitating functions - the glue that holds the GR work of the Centres together and 
that aims to ensure that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts - for which 
SGRPreceives a specific allocation of funds. This critical distinction between SGRP- 
broad and SGRP-narrow is unfortunately not clear throughout the Report. 
We are somewhat disappointed that the Panel did not address one of the key issues 
facing the Programme - the need for a clearer definition of its boundaries. A lack of 
agreement within the CGIAR as to what should be included within the SGRP - and 
conversely what should be excluded - has served to limit programme cohesion in the 
past. To what extent should the Programme include, e.g. pre-breeding, participatory 
breeding, biosafety issues and in situ/ecosystem management? Indeed the Report makes 
more suggestions on additional areas to include rather than advising on focus and ways 
to define boundaries that are both comprehensive enough to ensure a buy-in from all 
Centres yet focussed enough to ensure impact. 
We also note that the Report concentrates very heavily on plant (especially crop) genetic 
resources and the role of the Centres in relation to the ex situ in trust collections. While 
we fully share the Panel’s perspective on the great importance of these aspects of the 
Programme, we are disappointed that other areas - including aquatic, livestock, forest 
and microbial genetic resources - are given less attention than they deserve in the Report. 
A major problem for the Programme, and one that has severely limited its effectiveness 
in the past, has been the lack of adequate funding. At no time has available funding 
reached the level recommended by TAC. We are pleased to note the Panel’s comments 
in this respect and trust that members of the CGIAR will react positively to calls for 
increased financial support. 
The ICWG-GR recognises that there have been, and continue to be, issues facing the 
Programme that have proven to be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to resolve 
through current mechanisms. While responsibility for convening the Programme has 
been vested in IPGRI, clear authority rests with no one. We agree that the ICWG-GR’s 
strength lies primarily in its technical expertise and believe that any future governance 
mechanisms should continue to build on this. We also share the view that it would be 
useful for there to be a “higher” body which would be responsible for such aspects as 
endorsing policies for adoption and implementation by the Centres, resolving inter- 
Centre conflicts, approving programme boundaries and endorsing strategic plans. We 
believe that such a body needs to have a very broad buy-in by the Centres themselves 
(through participation of Centre Directors and Centre Board members) as well as being 
broadly representative of the System as a whole. 
Following are our comments on the specific recommendations of the Panel: 
9. Recommendation 1. We agree that each Centres’ species/genepool objectives and 
strategies should be clear, documented and publicised. We concur that this is of 
particular importance with respect to Centres’ ex situ conservation committients to 
mandate crops and in trust plant gerrnplasm collections, but note that it is also relevant 
with regard to Centres’ conservation objectives, ex situ and in situ, with respect to 
priority livestock, aquatic, microbial and non-mandate plant species. 
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10. Recommendation 2. We concur that the Centres and the genebank collections have an 
important role to play in the restoration of agricultural systems following disasters and 
we welcome the Panel’s call for resources to aid this work. We draw attention to the co- 
ordinated efforts of Centres and partners, for example in Rwanda (Seeds of Hope) and 
in Somalia, and our offer to collaborate with FAO in putting into place an international 
standing capacity for disaster response. We also note that restoration is not limited to 
the re-introduction of genebank holdings, but also to pre-emptive collecting, the 
identification and sourcing of locally adapted materials, institution and human-capacity 
building, and the restoration of animal as well as plant genetic resources. 
11. Recommendation 3. We agree and welcome the Panel’s comments on the need to 
streamline decision-making on the formulation of genetic resources policy within the 
CGIAR. We also agree with the importance of helping developing countries to 
formulate policy options and to analyse their implications. We highlight the on-going 
work and capacity of IFPRI and IPGRI in this regard. 
12. Recommendation 4. We agree in principle with this recommendation, noting that these 
issues were revealed by the internally-commissioned external review of CGIAR 
genebank operations. We draw attention to the following work that is underway: 
a as reported to the Panel, Centres have taken action to address technical and financial 
constraints 
l the ICWG-GR has tasked IFPRI to develop the parameters for costing genebank 
operations, and this activity, undertaken in collaboration with CIMMYT, is nearing 
completion 
l the ICWG-GR has tasked IPGRI to lead a study with stakeholders within and 
outside the CGIAR, on developing a scientifically sound and financially sustainable 
global genebank system (see Recommendation 6) 
We would, however, also like to point out that: 
0 some Centres are facing severe financial constraints in fully meeting international 
genebank standards, as revealed by the genebank operations review 
l there is a clear need to consider the security and sustainability of the funding for the 
CGIAR collections in the context of the emerging global genetic resources system 
13. Recommendation 5. The ICWG-GR agrees, noting that this was also a recommendation 
of the review of CGIAR genebank operations and that in response: 
a individual Centres are taking action to complete safety duplication within technical, 
time and funding limitations 
l Centres’ research efforts on cryopreservation and in vitro culture are in part to 
expedite safety duplication 
a the ICWG-GR has identified quarantine regulations as a constraint to black box 
safety duplication, and has tasked IPGRI to explore protocols for overcoming this 
that are in line with national and international agreements 
14. Recommendation 6. We welcome this recommendation. As mentioned above, the 
purpose of this activity is to explore with other stakeholders the financial and 
operational arrangements for a rational and sustainable global genebank system. 
15. Recommendation 7. We fully agree with this recommendation, aware that a lack of 
funds is preventing some Centres from timely implementation of the recommendations 
of the genebank operations review. 
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16. Recommendation 8. Although, as recognised by the Panel, the SGRP has developed 
objectives, strategies and criteria, we agree with the need to develop them further. This 
is needed particularly to enable resources to be allocated more effectively to SGRP 
(narrow-sense) priorities. 
17. Recommendation 9. See paragraph 8 above. 
18. Recommendation 10. We agree that we can further improve the process by which we 
select activities to which to allocate funds. Measures taken in response to 
recommendations 8 and 9 can be expected to improve the process. However, we point 
out that SGRP’s limited funds are allocated to support its co-ordination function and to 
“seed” collaborative activities or lever additional resources. In addition, the process is 
made more difficult by the inability of the SGRP, given current financial uncertainties, 
to develop accurate funding projections. 
19. Recommendation 11. Research on livestock genetic resources remains a priority activity 
for ILRI and is receiving increasing attention at ICARDA. However, we agree with the 
need expressed by the Panel for a stronger CGIAR contribution to global developments 
on animal genetic resources. The means by which this objective can best be achieved, 
including through SGRP, will be discussed and agreed by the Centres concerned, in 
consultation with FAO. 
20. Recommendation 12. We agree. The SGRP, broad-sense, encompasses all of the genetic 
resources activities of the CGIAR and has, therefore, a comprehensive coverage. 
However, since the CBD requires an integrated approach, the ICWG-GR also seeks 
opportunities to promote and facilitate cross-sectoral actions. The allocation of SGRP’s 
collaborative efforts and funding depends on relative priorities, the extent of existing 
efforts and on opportunities to lever additional resources. All of these will vary from 
year to year and across sectors. 
2 1. Recommendation 13. We agree. Efforts to make SINGER more friendly and responsive 
to users, outside as well as within the CGIAR, are already underway with the initiation, 
in June 1998, of the second phase of the development of SINGER. 
22. Recommendation 14. We fully concur with the need to keep abreast of policies and 
regulations regarding the ownership and availability of the information that may be 
compiled in Centre and SGRP databases. Currently, the information in SINGER is 
available without restriction in compliance with the FAO Agreements governing the in 
trust collections. 
23. Recommendation 15. While agreeing with this recommendation, we wish to draw 
attention to the on-going work on biodiversity and gender issues by member Centres of 
the SGRP, some of which has been described and publicised in SGRP publications. We’ 
plan to explore with the System-wide Programme on Participatory Research and Gender 
Analysis (SWP-PR&GA), opportunities to strengthen research on gender in relation to 
the conservation and use of biodiversity. However, we also draw attention to the 
question of SGRP boundaries raised earlier in this report. 
24. Recommendation 16. We agree that policy research and capacity strengthening warrant 
more resources and attention. However, we wish to point out the on-going activities of 
member Centres in such efforts, for example in the programmes of ISNAR, IFPRI and 
IPGRI, as well as the activities conducted through the SGRP. The ICWG-GR has 
identified policy research and capacity strengthening as two key areas of work for the 
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25. 
SGRP and we agree that we should devote more attention to achieving effective 
collaboration in these areas. 
Recommendation 17. We fully agree with the importance the Panel attaches to 
networks. We view networks, both regional and genepool-orientated as important in the 
furtherance of the global effort and as vehicles for harnessing and delivering the 
Centres‘ contributions. Networks can serve as a powerful mechanism to link those 
concerned primarily with conservation with those whose main concern is with the use of 
genetic resources, An assessment of the scope and effectiveness of the various types of 
networks in which the Centres currently participate, could give useful pointers to ways 
to strengthen collaboration both among Centres themselves and between the Centres, 
NARS, and other partners. 
26. Recommendation 18. We recognise the important continuum of activity from 
conservation to use and the interfaces between ex situ and in situ/on farm management of 
genetic resources and their improvement. Consequently, we aim to promote the exchange 
of information and expertise between the programmes and scientists engaged in these 
areas. However, this again is a boundary issue. We are conscious that on farm crop 
improvement and participatory breeding is mostly conducted by Centres’ crop 
improvement programmes and the SWP-PR&GA. We are also mindful of the Panel’s 
recommendation on the need for SGRP to better focus its objectives and areas of activity. 
We thus do not consider that SGRP should include participatory plant breeding within its 
programme, other than maintaining the necessary information and germplasm flows to 
the relevant Centre and System programmes. 
Dr Donald L. Winkelmann 
TAC Chair 
355 East Palace Ave. 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
USA 
16 September 1998 
Dear Don 
IPGRI’s commentary on the report of the external review of SGRP 
The Board of Trustees and Management of IPGRI would like to take this opportunity to 
thank Dr Hardon and the members of the External Review Panel for their helpful report. We 
would also like to thank TAC for this opportunity to comment. 
We support the response to the review that was provided by the Inter-Centre Working Group 
on Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR). We would also like to supplement that response with a 
few additional observations and suggestions. 
As the ICWG-GR response points out, the report fails to adequately differentiate between the 
SGRP broadly defined, which includes all the CGIAR’s activities on genetic resources, and 
the SGRP narrowly defined, which includes only those elements principally concerned with 
system-wide and inter-centre co-ordination, collaboration, representation and information. 
This is unfortunate as a lack of clarity on this difference is causing considerable confusion 
within and outside the CGIAR. To differentiate between these two, we propose to refer to the 
former as the CGIAR Genetic Resources Agenda (CGRA) and reserve the term SGRP for the 
narrower definition. 
We believe that the ICWG-GR should, based on its technical competence, continue to be the 
steering committee of the SGRP, but only in this narrow sense. We also see it reporting to the 
“higher body” that has been proposed by the Panel. This higher body would be responsible 
for oversight of the overall CGIAR Genetic Resources Agenda (CGRA), of which SGRP 
(narrow sense) is a part. 
One option suggested in the report is for the higher body to be constituted as a “Board” with 
full governance responsibilities over the CGRA. Although such a body would be able to 
make authoritative decisions, we also recognise that it is important for Centres to maintain 
responsibility for the day-to-day management of their genetic resources programmes, 
including providing for their funding. Centres also need to be able to ensure that strong links 
are maintained between their genebanks and other activities dependent on the genetic 
resources they contain. 
Via delle Sette Chiese 142, 00145 Rome, itab 
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Thus, in order to respect the need to maintain Centre autonomy, while at the same time 
strengthening mechanisms for system-wide programme and policy oversight and monitoring 
(especially in relation to the in-trust agreements signed with FAO), we agree with the Review 
Panel’s option that the higher-level body be constituted as a widely representative Committee. 
It could report to both the CGIAR and the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources. It should 
have clear terms of reference and include representatives of all major stakeholder groups: 
Centre Directors, Centre Boards, FAO, ICWG-GR, TAC, NARS, private sector, NGOs, and 
donors. It might also take over the functions of the current Genetic Resources Policy 
Committee. 
The terms of reference of such a genetic resources oversight committee might thus include 
the following: 
l to maintain an overview of policy, legal and ethical issues and developments regarding 
genetic resources - within the CGIAR, nationally and internationally - and recommend 
appropriate action to the Centres and to the CGIAR as a whole, with the aim of promoting 
and optimising the CGIAR’s contribution to the global genetic resources system. 
l to oversee policy and strategic aspects of the CGIAR’s Genetic Resources Agenda 
(CGRA), including endorsing policies for adoption and implementation by the Centres, 
and the further development and monitoring of the agreements with FAO, including 
reporting on a regular basis to both the CGIAR and the FAO Commission on their 
implementation. 
l to oversee the implementation of SGRP (narrow sense) through such activities as helping 
to resolve boundary issues and endorsing its strategic plans 
l to identify issues that require system-wide attention and approaches, and to help ensure 
that appropriate action is taken by the relevant parties, particularly within the context of 
SGRP. 
We considered in some detail the two alternative structures proposed by the panel: a) that the 
IPGRI Board assume the added responsibility of oversight of CGRA or b) that CGRA 
become fully integrated within IPGRI. We believe that neither of these options are feasible. 
Apart from issues of Centres’ autonomy and programme ownership, we believe it is essential 
that there be a broad buy-in to any solution by all of the CGRA’s stakeholders. Such a buy-in 
is very unlikely to be achieved through either of the proposed structures as the IPGRI Board 
mainly comprises, and should continue to comprise, individuals who are elected in their 
individual capacities and are not appointed as representatives by the different stakeholder 
groups. 
As pointed out above, we believe the ICWG-GR should continue to act as the technical 
steering committee of the SGRP (narrow sense). However, to be more effective in this role, 
we believe that ICWG-GR members should be granted greater authority to make appropriate 
decisions on behalf of their Centres. Also that members should be in a position to act more 
effectively as focal points within their own institution and to be more active in linking with 
all Centre staff concerned with genetic resources. 
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We believe it is appropriate for IPGRI to continue to serve as convening centre of SGRP. In 
addition, to help ensure effective co-ordination of the work of the ICWG-GR and that of the 
proposed higher level oversight committee, we are pleased to offer IPGRI’s support to such a 
committee through the provision of secretariat services. We feel that it is important that such 
support be provided by IPGRI in a pro-active manner (e.g. through conducting supporting 
studies or preparing background documents), based on our expertise and extensive 
involvement with the genetic resources community worldwide. 
Finally we believe that the SGRP (narrow sense) unlike many other system-wide 
programmes, should continue to be much more than just a funding mechanism for 
collaborative research and related activities. We see its primary responsibilities to be more in 
the areas of joint strategy development, co-ordination of on-going activities in areas of 
common interest, information, representation and public awareness. Nevertheless the 
persistent problem of under-funding has served to severely constrain the SGRP’s (narrow- 
sense) activities and hence its outputs and impact. 
We trust these comments will be helpful to you. We are confident that the governance 
mechanism proposed here, if adopted, would serve both to increase the SGRP’s effectiveness 
and to strengthen the contribution of the CGIAR to the evolving global genetic resources 
system. 
Yours sincerely 
Marcio de Miranda Santos Geoffrey Hawtin 
Chair, IPGRI Board of Trustees Director General 
Info copy: Dr Shellemiah Keya 
TAC Executive Secretary 
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The World Bank 
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Washington, DC 20433, USA 
Dear Dr. Winkelmann and Mr. von der Osten, 
It is my privilege to transmit to you the Report of the Panel that conducted the External Review 
of the Systemwide Genetic Resources,Programme (SGRP). 
This Review has taken place at a time of rapid change in the scientific, social, political and legal 
environment surrounding genetic conservation and use --- an environment more complex and 
contentious than ever before in the history of the CGIAR. The SGRP was established in 1994, 
in part, as a response to those developments. 
Genetic resources - resources which are essential to the work and existence of the majority of 
CGIAR Centres, and are crucial to food security, poverty alleviation and sustainable 
development globally - are the focus of debate in multiple inter-governmental fora and the 
subject of laws and regulations in a growing number of countries. 
The Panel was not intimidated by the broad relevance of the subject. However, during its 
discussions, the range of issues the Panel considered relevant to this Review widened 
substantially beyond the immediate concern of the SGRP, to touch on the CGIAR as a whole. 
. ../2 
The Panel considers the CGIAR to be at a crossroad. Present decisions on how the CGIAR 
positions itself in the area of genetic resources conservation and use, will affect its long-term 
relevance to the international community it was established to serve. 
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The task the Panel was charged with, and the way it interpreted that task, was ambitious to say 
the least, certainly when considering the time available. Hence we submit this Report with some 
humility, realising that more dialogue with important stakeholders might have improved the 
Report. However, we hope that this Report will be helpful to the SGRP, the Centres and the 
CGIAR in tirther dialogue on genetic resources. 
I wish to thank you for assembling an able and experienced team for conducting this Review. 
The Panel worked exceptionally well together and with considerable humour. Because of this, 
the Panel was able to reach consensus in spite of, at times, different perspectives on contentious 
issues. I want to express my own personal thanks to the members of the Panel for all the hard 
work and sharing the responsibilities in guiding and conducting this Review. To me it was an 
intellectually stimulating and socially enjoyable effort. 
I would like to thank Amir Kassam from the TAC Secretariat for all his assistance and advice 
and for helping to produce this Report. This was his last review assignment in the services of 
TAC, and I feel fortunate that we still benefited from his enormous experience and good 
common sense. I wish him all the best in his new position as Deputy Director General for 
Programmes at WARDA. 
Jane Toll, the SGRP Co-ordinator, worked hard to provide relevant documentation and 
throughout the Review supplied information as needed. Her help and expertise were much 
appreciated. 
I wish to especially mention the open and constructive contributions made by the Steering 
Committee of the SGRP, the ICWG-GR, and the SGRP Programme Leader, Geoff Hawtin. In 
particular their critical and honest self-evaluation suggest a highly professional attitude. 
Finally, all the Panel members join me in expressing our appreciation for the opportunity to be 
part of this Review. 
Yours sincerely, 
Jaap Hardon 
Chair, External Review Panel 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Systemwide Genetic Resources Programrne (SGRP) is the first of several 
Systemwide prograrnmes undertaken to strengthen specific subject matter areas of CGIAR 
research and related activities, as opposed to the Systemwide ecoregional activities undertaken 
to implement an overall new research approach. In conducting this First External Review of 
SGRP, the Panel examined the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of the SGRP since its 
creation in 1994. 
The Panel was well aware that management and use of genetic resources (GR) are 
central to the overall mission, mandates and objectives of the CGIAR. This fact impressed upon 
the Panel the need to consider the SGRP in the context of two important questions. What role 
the CGIAR System has and should play in the global context, notably, in the case of crops, in 
relation to the FAO Global Plan of Action (GPA) for the Conservation and Sustainable 
Utilization of Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture, as well as how to maximise its 
effectiveness?, and How to provide security of funding on a long-term basis? 
The Panel started its deliberations by considering GR conservation and use in a broad 
sense, to obtain agreement and a focus on the issues that have a bearing on the involvement of 
the CGIAR in GR. The outcome of that discussion forms the basis of Chapter 1. 
A major outcome of that discussion was the realisation that the CGIAR has to operate in 
a fast changing, complex and, at times, contentious economic and political environment that 
influences its policies. Chanter 2 provides an analysis of that environment and its consequences 
for the CGIAR. 
The present Review was preceded by a number of other external reviews addressing GR 
in the CGIAR. Major outcomes of such previous reviews are sumrnarised in Chapter 3. The 
Panel considered this important, since the responses of the CGIAR System to earlier 
recommendations provide a perspective on how stakeholders within the CGIAR and especially 
the Boards and management of Centres view GR and inter-Centre co-operation in this area. The 
Panel was not necessarily guided by these views, but strived for a review and recommendations 
that would be realistic and take account of the structure and governance of the CGIAR. 
Against the background of the three preceding chapters, the Panel assesses in Chanter 4 
the performance of the SGRP since its creation. This is done in some detail, with special 
attention to areas where, in the view of this Panel, the SGRP could be strengthened. 
Finally, in Chapter 5, the Panel presents its views on the future of the SGRP, referring 
back to previous chapters. The Panel did not think it opportune to provide single solutions or 
rigid recommendations, but rather to offer options for consideration, taking account of 
expectations of major stakeholders, notably NARS. It would like to see this Review as a basis 
for further dialogue within the CGIAR on GR. The Report suggests that the CGIAR has 
reached a watershed and that its future depends on how it seizes opportunities that will increase 
its long-term relevance in GR in a global context. In this respect the Panel hoped that its Review 
Report would be helpful to the ongoing System Review Panel chaired by Mr. Maurice Strong, 
which is expected to report its findings to the Group at ICW’98. 
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Chapter 5 ends with apost script entitled “Facing Realities of the CGIAR”. The Panel is 
well aware that the present structure of governance in the CGIAR does not necessarily favour 
strong Systemwide programmes. It is an organization based on consensus and if there is no 
consensus, which the Panel expects will be the case on some of its recommendations, 
implementation becomes a problem. The Panel assumes that this issue will be addressed by the 
CGIAR System Review Panel. The Panel considered it opportune to highlight problems it 
expected and to make some suggestions as to how these could be faced. 
The Panel considered the following major issues to have a bearing on genetic resources 
activities of the CGIAR: the need for institutional complementarity among the many actors and 
CGIAR’s importance on a global scale; the need to develop inter-Centre capacity, knowledge 
and methodology to provide support and services in the area of in situ conservation; the scope 
and effectiveness of networks dealing with ex situ conservation in which CGIAR Centres 
participate; the policy environment affecting the utilisation of genetic resources; legal, financial, 
organizational and ethical issues related to “in trust” status of CGIAR collections; the public 
awareness role of the CGIAR; research relevant to genetic conservation; capacity strengthening 
and training; gender; and disaster response. 
The Panel summa&es, below, its main findings, recommendations and suggestions, and 
some new organizational options for consideration. 
Chapter 1 - Major Issues for CGIAR Involvement in Genetic Resources 
The International Centres of the CGIAR are playing a major role in the conservation of 
plant genetic resources (PGR) in a global context and have increased their involvement in 
livestock, aquatic and forest genetic resources. The CGIAR holds in trust under the FAO the 
world’s largest international collection of PGR with a total of around 600,000 accessions of the 
major food crop, forage and agroforestry species in its genebanks. The SGRP encompasses the 
genetic resources programmes of the independently managed CGIAR Centres. Its tasks include 
co-ordination, consultation with partners, information sharing, policy formulation, public 
awareness, representation and impact assessment. In addition, the Programme promotes 
multi-Centre collaborative activities in research and policy, strategies and methods for GR 
management, documentation, training and capacity strengthening. 
GR programmes are described in a continuum from in situ conservation to ex situ 
conservation and to use. It is recognised that Centres with crop improvement mandates view 
their genebanks and collections as an essential part of their breeding programmes over which 
they require control. However, it is noted that there exists considerable variation between 
Centres, and even within Centres, between different mandated crops in coverage of genepools 
and in priority given to overall conservation against having good working collections for 
breeding programmes. While most CGIAR Centres give genebanks a relatively high priority, 
the Panel noted that shrinking financial resources puts pressure on safeguarding research that 
yields immediate tangible results and that long-term research efforts, including maintenance of, 
and research into, genebanks and training were by no means secure. 
So far, the main contribution of the CGIAR has been in conserving PGR ex situ in its 
genebanks. However, developments indicate increased attention is needed in support of in situ 
conservation. Major contributions in methodology development and research in this area are 
provide by CIFOR in forestry, ICRAF in agroforestry and ICLARM in aquatic genetic resources 
. . . 
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and IPGRI in on-farm agrobiodiversity. This is done in co-operation with a range of 
organizations including, at the local level, farmers’ organizations and NGOs, at the national level 
NARS and at the international level an array of organizations such as Regional Fora, 
organizations involved in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the FAO, international 
NGOs and various inter-governmental Agencies. In agrobiodiversity, the comparative 
advantage of the CGIAR remains clearly in ex situ conservation. In ex situ conservation, the 
Panel has the following recommendation. 
Recommendation 1: The Panel recommends that the SGRP and the CGIAR 
Centres clarify realistically, on a per-crop basis, the aims and objectives of their 
genetic resources conservation programmes, indicating attempted coverage of 
targeted genepools. 
The Panel sees considerable advantage in the establishment of crop networks between 
major collection holders of individual crops, supported by International Crop Data Bases, as 
developed by the European Co-operative Prograrnme on Genetic Resources Networks 
(ECP/GR) co-ordinated by IPGRI. 
Chapter 1 concludes by highlighting some cross cutting issues which later in the Report 
are dealt with in more detail. These include policy (Chapter 2), raising awareness, research, 
capacity strengthening and training and gender (Chapter 4). Finally, mention is made of the 
need to assist farmers in war tom and disaster areas. Individual Centres have been involved in 
restoring PGR (locally grown landraces) to local communities. While FAO is charged with co- 
ordinating such efforts administratively, the CGIAR and Centres have a role to play. 
Recommendation 2: The Panel recommends that the SGRP and the CGIAR 
Centres acquire capacity and assume responsibility to identify and make available, 
from their plant genetic resources collections, accessions for re-introduction of 
appropriate landrace material for re-introduction in post-disaster situations to help 
restore agricultural systems. 
The Panel is well aware that the above recommendations are difficult to realise, 
considering tinding constraints of the Centres. Hence these recommendations are also brought 
to the attention of donors. We suggest that through the CGIAR opportunities are offered to 
donors to honour in part their obligations to provide effective assistance as a consequence of 
their signing the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), and that such obligations may 
warrant additional restricted core funding to the SGRP. The Panel urges donors to take 
advantage of what it considers to be a unique organization with a proven track record. 
Chapter 2 - The Policy Environment for Global Genetic Resources 
Five international agreements determine the policy environment in which the GR 
programmes of the CGIAR have to operate. These are the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD), the FAO Undertaking on Plant Genetic Resources, the FAO Global Plan of Action 
(GPA), Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights under the negotiations of the 
World Trade Organization (TRIPYWTO) and the International Union for the Protection of New 
Varieties of Plants (UPOV). 
The CBD reaffirms that “States have sovereign rights over their biological resources”. 
The assertion of sovereign rights and national ownership has cast some doubts over the future 
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status of GR held “in trust”, used and distributed by the CGIAR Centres. The future of many 
Centres, and the ability of the CGIAR as a whole to pursue its goals of contributing to world 
food security and poverty alleviation rest to a substantial degree on final agreements made by 
countries on access to GR for agriculture. Access must be on the basis of prior informed 
consent (PIC) and on mutually agreed terms (MAT). The maintenance of newly acquired GR 
outside the public domain, as may be required under the CBD, counters the long-standing 
practice of the CGIAR to make material available to all. 
The FAO Undertaking started in the nineteen eighties by considering GR as a “Heritage 
of Mankind”, and introduced subjects such as benefit sharing and “Farmers’ Rights”. After the 
coming into force of the CBD, this approach was thought to be in conflict with the Convention’s 
emphasis on “national sovereignty”. Within the FAO Commission on GR, countries are 
renegotiating the Undertaking to bring it in line with the CBD. A range of proposals with regard 
to scope and access are currently under consideration and are discussed in Chapter 2. 
The GPA aims to create a rational and co-ordinated global system for Plant Genetic 
Resources for Food and Agriculture (PGRFA). The important role of CGIAR in the 
implementation of the GPA is addressed throughout this Review Report. 
The effects of TRIPS-inspired legislation on the programmes of Centres are discussed. 
It is suggested that SGRP should closely monitor and analyse developments and formulate 
appropriate responses by Centres, especially if legislation has an effect of restricting access to or 
use of genetic materials. 
Finally, UPOV and its 1991 amended text, if adopted by countries, causes a number of 
problems for the CGIAR. It may effect the ability of Centres to access materials and distribution 
through farmer seed systems. It may even call in question the status of collections held by the 
Centres. 
The totality of these agreements provides for a policy environment that requires quick 
and appropriate responses on the part of individual Centres and the CGIAR as a whole. 
Consistent policies are needed if the CGIAR is to function as a unified System. As it is, the 
CGIAR currently offers, in the view of the Panel, a bewildering array of policy-making and 
policy-influencing fora and personalities. These need to be streamlined. 
Recommendation 3: The Panel recommends that the SGRP should continue to 
monitor policy decisions at national, regional and global levels, as well as identify 
needs and opportunities arising from such decisions, so that appropriate actions 
can be taken by the CGIAR in a Systemwide fashion. In addition, the SGRP 
should be involved in the analysis of the consequences for developing countries of 
proposed and agreed policies. 
Chapter 3 - Past Reviews of Genetic Resources Activities in the CGIAR 
The Panel evaluated four external reviews to assess the general and specific 
developments that led to the establishment and tinctioning of SGRP, and the status of 
implementation of the recommendations related to genetic resources activities made by earlier 
reviews. The four reviews considered were: the Third IBPGR/IPGRI EPMR, 1991; the Stripe 
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Study, 1993-94; External Review of CGIAR Genebank Operations, 1996; and the Fourth IPGRI 
EPMR, 1997. 
The Third IBPGIVIPGRI EPMR advanced the need for a Systemwide approach for 
genetic resources. It raised important questions, without providing specific recommendations, 
such as: Should not the policy of free availability of germplasm to all bona fide users be 
redefined in the light of legal developments in this general arena? Would CGIAR phase out its 
support for Centre genebanks? Would developing countries be able to raise financial resources 
required to maintain Centres’ collections as regional entities? The issue of “free availability” 
was resolved by the FAO Commission on GR to the extent that “free access does not mean free 
from access charge”. The CGIAR did not phase out its support to the genebanks; rather Centres 
entered into Agreements with the FAO to become the custodians of world germplasm held “in 
trust”. The developing countries benefited from the expertise of the Centres for conservation 
and utilization of germplasm. 
The Stripe Study confirmed that the Centre collections be held “in trust” for the world 
community, and a Systemwide programme be developed, among other things, to manage these 
resources. The outcome was the establishment of SGRP. To meet its global commitments and 
responsibilities under the FAO Agreements, SGRP and FAO commissioned an external review 
of the CGIAR’s genebank operations. Recommendations were made for improving individual 
Centre operations, and there were recommendations at the Systemwide level. The Panel was 
very concerned to find that while Centres are prepared to make genuine attempts to meet the 
recommendations made on individual Centres, lack of tiding was delaying, and in some cases 
preventing the necessary actions. However, the Panel was pleased to note that SGRP had taken 
steps to initiate a project “Development of a Scientifically Sound and Financially Sustainable 
Global Genebank System” in which it is anticipated that key stakeholders, including the 
CGIAR, FAO, NARS and regional genebanks will work together to develop a shared vision of 
how such a system might be developed and how it will operate. The Panel considers that very 
high priority should be given to this project. 
The Fourth IPGRI EPMR noted several major developments, particularly the adoption of 
CBD at UNCED in 1992, the redesignation of the FAO Commission on Plant Genetic 
Resources as the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture; and the 
adoption of the Global Plan of Action at Leipzig in 1996. The EPMR noted that setting 
priorities for the implementation of GPA required linkages between strategic programme 
planning, and that ecological genetic research was relevant to several CGIAR Centres in relation 
to their respective priority areas of ex situ conservation. The IPGRI EPMR also identified 
weaknesses in the operations of SGRP, which are hrther elaborated in Chapter 4. 
All reviews stressed the need for strengthening inter-Centre collaboration in GR and 
improving the quality of individual Centre genebank operations. 
Recommendation 4: The Panel recommends that the SGRP and each crop 
commodity Centre should give high priority to: objectively quantifying costs of 
maintenance of accessions of different crops; guaranteeing the long-term security 
of Centre genebanks; adhering to appropriate standards; and identifying sources of 
sustainable funding. 
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Recommendation 5: The Panel recommends that the SGRP and the CGIAR 
Centres continue to give high priority to off-site safety duplication of their 
collections. 
Recommendation 6: The Panel recommends that the SGRP give high priority to 
the implementation of a proposed project “Development of a Scientifically Sound 
and Financially Sustainable Global Genebank System”. 
Recommendation 7: The Panel recommends that the CGIAR should give high 
priority to making resources available to enable the Centres to implement fully, 
and in a more timely fashion, the recommendations made by the Genebank 
Operations Review. 
Chapter 4 - Assessment of SGRP 
The 1992 TAC Review of CGIAR Priorities and Strategies confirmed the need for a 
Systemwide strategy and programme on genetic resources. TAC considered the matter to be 
urgent and commissioned the Stripe Study in 1993. Based on the Study Report and the 
discussions at TAC and at MTM’94, the Group decided to establish a Systemwide Genetic 
Resources Programme (SGRP). 
Mission and objectives: The 1998-2000 SGRP Medium Terms Plan (MTP) defines its mission 
as: through coordination among Centres of the CGIAR and collaboration with partner 
organizations, to contribute to the global effort to conserve agricultural, forestry and aquatic 
genetic resources for the current and future benefit of humans and to promote their use in ways 
that are consistent with the CBD. The SGRP seeks to advance research on policies, strategies 
and technologies for genetic resources, and to provide information, advice and training to its 
partners. The MTP defines SGRP’s objectives as the creation of a Systemwide programme that 
is greater than the sum of its parts. This is to be achieved through: (a) generating new 
knowledge, technologies, methods and products through research partnership; (b) strengthening 
institutional capacity through training and information exchange, particularly in developing 
countries; (c) assisting in the development and implementation of policies and strategies; (d) 
promoting institutional linkages, complementarity and synergy. 
Strategy and Scope: The SGRP’s strategy is, through collaboration, to consolidate genetic 
resources management and related research and development activities of the CGIAR Centres, 
and to define, develop and fund activities which would benefit from multi-Centre partnerships as 
well as activities where a System-level approach would be beneficial. A set of criteria was 
developed and refined over time by the Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources 
(ICWG-GR) to evaluate and prioritize proposals for SGRP funded activities. The Panel has 
concluded that while the criteria are weighted towards a proposal’s relevance to the SGRP 
strategy and towards its potential for leverage and impact, the themes defined as being relevant 
to SGRP are not prioritized and they are so broad that almost any proposal could be made to fit 
the strategy, and as a result, it seems that the proposals are driving the programme rather than the 
other way round. The Panel has therefore recommended that the SGRP define better 
focused/prioritized objectives or areas of research/activity within which the Centres, or other 
partners, would make proposals for SGRP endorsement and funding. 
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Recommendation 8: The Panel recommends that the SGRP prepare a strategic 
plan with prioritized objectives and areas of research/activity. 
Organization and Governance: IPGRI is the Convening Centre of the SGRP. It has overall 
responsibility for the facilitation, coordination and representation of the Programme and is 
accountable financially for the SGRP funded activities. The ICWG-GR serves as the Steering 
Committee of SGRP. The Panel’s assessment of the SGRP organization and governance is very 
similar to that made by the 1997 EPMR of IPGRI. The weaknesses in the operation of SGRP 
arise from the composition of the Steering Committee and its lack of authority that have 
influenced the lack of commitment to budgetary requirements for agreed plans for action. For 
the same reason, SGRP finds it difficult to authoritatively represent the Systemwide agenda on 
genetic resources conservation, or represent the effective linkages between genetic resources 
conservation and utilization. Also, as the policy of individual Centres is not decided centrally, 
this affects the output and development of shared standards/objectives. It is the Panel’s view 
that, irrespective of how the CGIAR’s genetic resources activities are structured in the future, a 
technical advisory group on genetic resources, of the quality and type of the ICWG-GR, is and 
will continue to be needed. It is also this Panel’s view, and the view of many stakeholders it 
spoke to, that an effective Genetic Resources Steering/policy/Oversight Committee or Board is 
needed by the CGIAR in the area of genetic resources, even if other committees in the System 
are eliminated. 
Recommendation 9: The Panel recommends that a new SGRP structure be 
developed for achieving greater functional effectiveness and efficiency in 
Systemwide cooperation in GR activities in the CGIAR. 
Recommendation 10: The Panel recommends that ICWG-GR improve further the 
process of selecting activities/projects to which it will allocate funds. 
Leadership and Coordination: As the Convening Centre for the SGRP, it is only natural that 
IPGRI, and its Director General should play a key role in the SGRP. The Director General of 
IPGRI is the nominated Programme Leader of SGRP. Since he is also the member of the 
CGIAR Genetic Resources Policy Committee (GRPC) and the Centre Directors Committee 
(CDC), he is a key link between the main CGIAR bodies which get involved with genetic 
resources issues. IPGRI hosts the SGRP secretariat and is also the secretariat to the GRPC, so 
that several IPGRI staff, in addition to their DG, are involved in and/or familiar with issues 
discussed in both fora. The SGRP Coordinator is a former IPGRI staff member. Despite this 
potential for overbearing presence and influence, IPGRI’s leadership and coordination role in 
the SGRP has been fairly discrete. The Panel, however, wondered whether the Programme 
Leader and the SGRP Coordinator have carried this approach too far. Cautiousness was 
undoubtedly needed at the beginning of the SGRP, but more open leadership, direction and 
vision needs to be provided to the SGRP. This, in the present structure, can only be the role of 
its Programme Leader with the support of the SGRP Coordinator. The guidance and oversight of 
an authoritative Steering/Policy/Oversight Committee would help alleviate concerns expressed 
by a number of stakeholders about the perceived dominance of IPGRI in the genetic resources 
arena in the CGIAR. The Panel is convinced that such a Committee is needed if the SGRP, and 
the CGIAR, are to play their full role in genetic resources. 
Budget and Funding: The Panel was satisfied that the transaction costs of the SGRP are not 
unreasonable. However, with respect to persistent underfunding of the SGRP since its 
inception, and the difficulty in raising funds for genetic resources activities, various reasons 
. . . 
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were highlighted. Several donors indicated that they provide unrestricted funds to the Centres 
rather than to Systemwide programmes, and that they were funding genetic resources activities 
through their unrestricted funding of the Centres with genebanks and through their funding of 
IPGRI. Since the CGIAR Centres compete for funds, they tend to put first priority on their own 
needs over those of Systemwide programmes, although there are examples of Centres raising 
funds for both types of activities. Also, donors are reluctant to fund activities of which they do 
not know the full costs. The Panel believes that the suggestions and recommendations made to 
improve the governance and management of SGRP should help to alleviate this funding 
problem. 
Accomplishments: In view of the relatively short time that the SGRP has been in existence, 
accomplishments are understandably limited. Nevertheless, SGRP has been instrumental in 
helping the CGIAR Centres to reach agreement on common policies on genetic resources 
through improved coordination and discussion. Inter-Centre collaboration has improved, though 
there is still room for further improvement, as is the case in the delays in meeting more fully and 
in a timely fashion all the recommendations of the Review of the CGIAR Genebank Operations. 
The CGIAR provided technical input to the development of the GPA, and its 
accompanying document, the State of the World’s Plant Genetic Resources, through SGRP and 
through individual Centre submissions. A report submitted by SGRP to the Seventh Session of 
the FAO Commission on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture in May 1997 
highlighted the measures taken by the CGIAR to implement the GPA for the Conservation and 
Sustainable Utilization of PGR for Food and Agriculture and also provided information on the 
CGIAR’s activities on forest, animal and aquatic genetic resources. The increasingly important 
role played by the CGIAR Centres, through the SGRP, in contributing to the development of 
international policies on genetic resources and in helping provide information and expertise in 
international and regional fora, is commendable. SGRP has already made attempts to widen its 
scope to include minor crops, animal, forest/agroforest, aquatic, and microbial genetic resources. 
Recommendation 11: The Panel recommends the location at the SGRP Secretariat 
of a specialist in animal genetic resources so as to strengthen further the ongoing 
efforts between FAO and the CGIAR on Systemwide and international cooperation 
and coordination in animal genetic resources. 
Recommendation 12: The Panel recommends that the SGRP allocate resources 
and efforts in a balanced fashion to accommodate the various commodity groups, 
i.e., plants, trees, animals, aquatic species and micro-organisms, so as to meet the 
requirements of comprehensive coverage of genetic resources in the context of the 
CBD. 
In the area of information management, the development of SINGER under SGRP has 
permitted increased information flow within the CGIAR about the collections held at the Centres 
and improved access to such information by its stakeholders, and has stimulated upgrading of 
documentation of Centre’s collections. SINGER also will make it possible to link it to other 
databases outside and inside the CGIAR. However, there have been difficulties with SINGER, 
including low user friendliness for non-CGIAR users and the poor quality of information that it 
provides, which phase two of the SINGER project is meant to address. SGRP publications and 
public awareness efforts have served to highlight scientific output and to improve public 
awareness of the CGIAR’s important contribution to genetic conservation and utilization. 
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Recommendation 13: The Panel recommends that SINGER be made more 
user-friendly and user-responsive to a wider range of stakeholders. 
Recommendation 14: The Panel recommends that the SGRP arrange adequate 
control on the information in SINGER, which is supplied by indigenous people, in 
order to better protect their interests. 
The Panel addressed Gender as a special issue, recognizing its importance to policies and 
practices related to biodiversity. 
Recommendation 15: The Panel recommends that the SGRP programme agenda 
include diagnostic and participatory research in the field of gender and 
biodiversity. 
In addition, subsequent to the establishment of the 1994 Agreements with FAO, which 
placed the Centres’ collections within the International Network of Ex Situ Collections under 
the auspices of FAO, the SGRP and its Steering Committee, ICWG-GR, have provided a forum 
for informed and enlightened discussion as to how best to operate in a post-CBD era of material 
transfer agreements and material acquisition agreements. One of the most significant actions of 
SGRP was the commissioning of the external review of the CGIAR Genebank Operations 
which, inter alia, monitored the effectiveness of the Centres in adhering to the conditions set by 
the Agreements with FAO and with the international standards set by FAO for plant germplasm 
conservation, and made a number of recommendations about the actions to be taken by the 
Centres to meet such standards. 
Recommendation 16: The Panel recommends that the SGRP devote more of its 
resources to fund activities in the areas of genetic resources policy research and 
capacity strengthening. 
Chapter 5 - Opportunities and Options 
Issues confronting the SGRP fall broadly into two groups, the first is mainly concerned 
with its internal environment and the second with its external environment. Internally, the 
SGRP aims to provide a coherent, efficient and effective CGIAR contribution to genetic 
resources and biodiversity management, whereas externally it is concerned with the CGIAR’s 
role, responsibilities, activities and funding within the emerging global system for genetic 
resources and biodiversity management. Adequate and sustainable funding holds the key to 
efficient and effective genetic resources management in the CGIAR, and there is a real need to 
identify and source extra funding which will not compete with Centre-own resources, as there 
seems to be little likelihood of Centres diverting current, scarce funding from other projects to 
those concerned with Systemwide genetic resources issues. 
At the international level the CGIAR is faced with the need for the Centres to move 
away from a history of autonomy and independent management to a Systemwide culture with its 
attendant structures and partners and a changing philosophy that recognizes the value of working 
together to address common goals. It is clear that there are opportunities for SGRP to contribute 
at a global level and SGRP is keen to find ways and means of supporting political and 
institutional developments such as the renegotiation of the International Undertaking, 
developing the work of the GPA, and the effect of global developments on genetic resources of 
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the CGIAR. Despite the contributions that have been made, there is still a need for an even 
greater involvement of the CGIAR in international fora if the CGIAR is to protect and advance 
the interests and goals that it shares with its partners. Policy issues will inevitably have an 
important bearing on the actions of the SGRP, as will international developments with respects 
to livestock, aquatic species and microbial organisms. To date, GRPC has played a leading role 
in the CGIAR on policy issues, though there also have been contributions from SGRP. 
The CGIAR provides a network of international Centres, regionally distributed within 
major centres of genetic diversity. It deals with most of the major food crops, which spread out 
from their original centres of origin to mostly a global distribution. This has resulted in a broad 
mutual inter-dependence for GR between countries and shared interests in their conservation. 
Provided the CGIAR responds in an adequate and forward looking manner to dynamic changes 
in the policy and institutional environment, it can further improve its position as an international 
organization serving the common interest, especially those of developing countries and small 
farmers. In consulting a wide range of stakeholders informally, the Panel was impressed by the 
common expectation and wish, especially of NARS, that the CGIAR and its Centres assume 
such a role, in close cooperation with national genebanks. The opportunities are there for the 
CGIAR and its Centres to further strengthen their long-term relevance to the international 
community. This implies more effective participation in regional and international GR networks 
and more help in coordinating them, by joint decision-making and by serving of NARS by 
providing and collecting information and training. 
While the Panel recognizes the wide array of networks in which the Centres participate, 
it thought that insufficient attention has been given to assessing the different networks in terms 
of successes and failures, so that lessons from such a study could serve to strengthen the 
Systemwide programme on GR. 
Recommendation 17: The Panel recommends that an assessment be made of the 
scope and effectiveness of genetic resources conservation networks in which the 
CGIAR Centres participate. 
Apart from a role in conservation of mandated crops, the Panel sees opportunities for the 
Centres to widen their involvement and develop capacity to support overall agrobiodiversity 
conservation in their respective regions. A number of suggestions are made. The Panel also 
sees opportunities for the Centres to better reach farmers in the more marginal areas, which have 
provided important GR to the Centres, but so far have had little benefit in return, because of 
poor adaptation of modem varieties to their needs. This calls for a more active role in new on- 
farm developments in crop improvement and participatory breeding as well as more attention to 
gender. 
Recommendation 18: The Panel recommends that the SGRP programme should 
include support to research and methodology development in on-farm crop 
improvement and participatory breeding and gender. 
Alternative Structures for the SGRP: The Panel is convinced that for the CGIAR to play its 
full role in the genetic resources arena, a Systemwide programme is indeed needed. The Panel 
believes that the existing SGRP needs to be changed, and while there are several options from an 
organizational standpoint, the status quo is not one of them. 
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To be effective, the SGRP needs a higher profile, a clearer vision, strategy and direction, 
more focused priorities and a more outward-looking approach. The Panel believes that this can 
best be achieved by establishing a strong Board (or Genetic Resources Steering/Policy/Oversight 
Committee) for the SGRP and by changing the role of the present ICWG-GR into what it really 
is, i.e., a technical committee. In Section 5.6, the Panel has defined the role, composition and 
reporting relationships of the proposed SGRP Board and SGRP Technical Committee. The 
Board Chairperson should be designated by the CGIAR and the other members designated by 
their constituencies. The SGRP Technical Committee would have the same composition as the 
existing ICWG-GR, except that the Panel considers that it should be chaired by an independent 
person, designated by the SGRP Board. The SGRP Programme Leader and SGRP Coordinator 
would essentially remain as at present. 
The Panel offers two alternatives to the above organizational structure. In the first 
alternative, the role of the SGRP Board would be exercised by the IPGRI Board, which would 
then be responsible for IPGRI as well as the separate new SGRP, managed by its Programme 
Leader (the DG of IPGRI) with the help of a Coordinator and with the SGRP Technical 
Committee reporting to the IPGRI Board. It would reduce the transaction costs and be 
consistent with the December 1994 discussions held by the Centre Directors in Rome on the 
management of Systemwide activities, when it was suggested that oversight and governance 
should be the responsibility of existing CGIAR Centres Boards. This alternative would be 
perfectly acceptable to the Panel. 
The second alternative is more radical and goes further along the path of integration and 
simplicity. If CGIAR goals cannot be reached by independent Centres acting separately, then 
one might conclude that the CGIAR Centres ultimately have no choice but to willingly and 
trustingly cooperate to achieve their common goals. In this case, a separate Systemwide 
programmes is not needed; it should become part of the programme of the convening or lead 
Centre. The new SGRP would simply become part of the IPGIU programme, and no Board or 
Steering Committee would be needed, neither would a Programme Leader or a separate SGRP 
Coordinator. This option would minimize transaction costs and maximize efficiency but is 
likely to heighten concerns about IPGRI’s dominant role in genetic resources. 
Facing Realities of the CGIAR: In a final summing-up, the Panel considered the structure of 
decision making in the CGIAR and concluded that some of its recommendations, especially on 
governance of a modified SGRP, might not appeal or meet with unanimous support, especially 
to Centre Directors General and their Boards. The Panel reiterated what they see as the central 
questions: how to ensure that the CGIAR’s GR policies are developed and applied uniformly 
(especially in relation to the “in trust” collections), that its strategies are coherent, that it presents 
a unified front at international fora and becomes a more effective player in the overall genetic 
resources scene. These can only be achieved by a strong and unified Systemwide programme. 
While progress has been made, the world is changing fast. The autonomy of Centres is central 
to the organization of the CGIAR. However, this should not be allowed to stand in the way of 
needed change. 
The Panel urges TAC and the CGIAR to continue a dialogue on how to appropriately 
balance Centre control over genebanks with a Systemwide programme in GR that is effective. 
This may need refinement in span of control and authority, decision making mechanisms and 
others. The fate of SGRP will determine in the long term the relevance and acceptability of the 
CGIAR in GR. 
CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background 
The International Agricultural Research Centres of the CGIAR are playing a major 
role in the conservation of PGR and have also increased their involvement with livestock, 
aquatic and forest genetic resources. Their early realization in the nineteen sixties that with 
the successes of plant breeding and the introduction of modem varieties (MVs), the original 
diversity in landraces needed to be conserved, may well be the most lasting contribution of 
the CGIAR to world agriculture. Its activities, in concert with the FAO, have raised 
awareness world-wide of the need for conservation of agrobiodiversity. The CGIAR holds 
“in trust” for FAO the world’s largest international collection of PGR, with a total of around 
600,000 accessions of the major food crop, forage and agroforestry species in its genebanks. 
Through the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI), the CGIAR also 
contributes to coordination of GR activities on a global scale. The CGIAR Centres represent 
a major research effort in which they employ broad genetic diversity for the creation of new 
varieties and breeding populations, thereby serving the interests of both developed and 
developing countries (and for increasing the stability, sustainability and productivity of crop, 
livestock, aquatic and forestry and agroforestry systems). 
The Centres with crop improvement mandates see their genebanks and collections as 
an essential part of their breeding programmes. On the other hand, the needs of conservation 
have gone beyond working collections for breeding to conserving a rational and 
representative sample of the total genetic diversity available in crops and their wild relatives. 
The relative priority afforded to the overall conservation of PGR varies between Centres, as it 
depends on the management and financial resources of the individual Centres. Shrinking 
financial resources are a constraint to the well-being of genebanks. While most Centres still 
give genebanks a high priority, there is considerable pressure on safeguarding the kinds of 
research that yields immediate results and long-term research efforts, along with training, are 
the first to suffer. Therefore, individual funding of genebanks, which by nature have long- 
term objectives, is by no means secure. 
1.2 CGIAR Systemwide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) 
The 1994 Stripe Study noted considerable variation between the different CGIAR 
Centres in organization, management, strategies and objectives of genebank programmes. A 
need was expressed to enhance the efficiency, effectiveness and transparency of the CGIAR’s 
contribution to global genetic conservation, specifically in the context of the CBD, Agenda 
21 and the emerging FAO global system for genetic conservation. An outcome of the Stripe 
Study was the creation of the SGRP. 
The SGRP encompasses the genetic resources programmes of the independently- 
managed CGIAR Centres, together with additional elements for coordination and 
collaborative action. The latter are supported by a specific allocation of funds. Core 
elements of SGRP’s strategy include coordination, consultation with partners, information 
sharing, policy formulation, public awareness, representation and impact assessment. In 
addition, the Programme promotes multi-Centre collaborative activities in areas of common 
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concern in the ex situ and in sitti management of crop, forage, livestock, forestry, 
agroforestry, and aquatic genetic resources. Such activities include collaborative research or 
policies, strategies and methods for genetic resources management, developing information 
systems, training and capacity strengthening. 
1.3 Reviewing SGRP 
In 1997 the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the CGIAR and the CGIAR 
Secretariat commissioned the present External Programme and Management Review of the 
Systemwide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) of the CGIAR. The terms of reference 
of the present review are given in Appendix I, the Panel composition and biographies in 
Appendix II, and the itinerary of the Panel in Appendix III. 
The activities of the CGIAR in genetic conservation have been comprehensively 
reviewed in recent years through a “Stripe Study of Genetic Resources in the CGIAR” (1994) 
and the “External Review of the CGIAR Genebank Operations” (1996). The present Panel 
decided to review SGRP in relation to a more conceptual issue of the role that the CGIAR 
plays, or could play in genetic conservation in a global context, taking into account a 
changing political, economic and scientific environment in which this Programme has to 
operate and to which it has to respond. 
The present review examines relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of the SGRP and 
also addresses two important questions: 
1. What role the CGIAR System of genetic conservation programmes has and should play in 
the global context (FAO global plans and strategies, such as the Global Plan of Action for 
Genetic Resources, the Global Strategy for Farm Animal Genetic Resources, the 
Convention and its thematic work programmes), as well as how to maximize its 
effectiveness? 
2. How to provide security offunding on a long-term basis? 
The CGIAR Genetics Resources programmes consist -of the following elements or 
activity areas: 
In situ conservation: 
l genetic reserve conservation 
l on-farm conservation 
Ex situ conservation: 
l collection and collection management 
l characterisation 
l information management 
l distribution 
Utilization: 
l within CGIAR 
l outside CGIAR 
Cross-cutting activities: 
l policies 
l raising awareness 
l research 
l capacity strengthening and training 
l gender and development 
l networking 
l collection strategies 
The kind and form of inter-Centre cooperation under the umbrella of the SGRP will 
differ between the various elements of the overall genetic resources programme. In its 
discussions, the Panel recognized that access to GR and, for that reason the collections 
themselves, form an integral part of Centre breeding programmes and are becoming 
increasingly important for research in biotechnology. 
Some major issues that have a bearing on genetic resources activities of the CGIAR 
are discussed below so as to set the stage for the Report. 
1.3.1 Institutional Complementarity 
Genetic resources conservation and management take place at different levels; local, 
national, regional and global. At the local level this may include farmers, cooperatives and 
community organizations and, increasingly, NGOs. At the national level, genetic 
conservation is primarily dealt with by public sector institutions, universities, botanical 
gardens etc. At the international level an increasing array of organizations are involved with 
genetic conservation, such as Regional Fora, CBD, FAO and other UN and inter- 
governmental Agencies, NGOs, the CGIAR. Hence the CGIAR is an organization among 
many dealing with genetic diversity. However, its role is very important because the CGIAR 
holds the largest international collection of major food crop germplasm in the world and it is 
a major user and provider of genetic diversity for plant breeding. Its objectives are food 
security and poverty alleviation of the poor in developing countries, and protecting the 
environment. Therefore on a global scale it is, and should be, a major player in genetic 
resources conservation and management, in providing scientific and technical support to 
national and international efforts and in being involved in policy debates. 
1.3.2 In situ Conservation 
In situ conservation is maintaining genetic diversity in its original environment where 
it still is a functional element of natural or agricultural ecosystems from which it acquires its 
particular characteristics. The importance of in situ conservation to forestry and fish genetic 
resources and its value also to the conservation of forage and livestock resources is evident; 
hence the involvement of CIFOR, ICRAF and ICLARM and the collaborative activities of 
the SGRP in this area. These institutes are not actually conserving large collections of 
genetic resources in situ, but are primarily involved in research and capacity building on 
sustainable management practices in support of such conservation. CIFOR’s main thrust is 
on the development of sustainable technologies and management practices linking 
conservation and use. Special attention is directed to the needs of local people living in or 
near forests. ICRAF is working on agroforestry systems, combining the cultivation of trees 
with agro-cultural crops and livestock. ICLARM’s research activities contribute to a better 
understanding of aquatic genetic diversity, population and ecosystem dynamics, and 
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designation and management of protected areas. Work on animal genetic resources is carried 
out by ILRI and ICARDA. Emphasis is on on-farm conservation through use by 
characterizing local breeds and identifying useful traits and by assessing the impact of 
grazing on forage biodiversity. Some work is done on methodologies relevant to estimating 
genetic distances and sampling for conservation. With these relatively modest activities, the 
international status of these institutes allows them to play an important role in networking. 
For plant species there is a range of complementary methods and strategies of in situ 
conservation, ranging from nature reserves, forest managed areas and sacred groves and 
sanctuaries for wild relatives and medicinal plants, to agroforestry systems and traditional 
agricultural systems. 
The CGIAR has so far only played a modest role in in situ conservation. Its previous 
activities have largely been aimed at facilitating higher agricultural productivity through the 
adoption of modem agricultural practices and inputs. Its involvement in genetic conservation 
can be traced to an early realization that the adoption of modem varieties in association with 
packages of technology, may lead to loss of indigenous landraces, unless they are collected 
and stored in ex situ genebanks. However, the CGIAR is reconsidering its position, Limited 
adoption rates of modem varieties in more marginal or atypical environments have rekindled 
interest in traditional landraces and agricultural practices. In exploration and collection 
increasing attention is paid to local knowledge on the material collected. Also, the issues of 
sustainability of agricultural production and ecoregional approaches addressing total 
production systems rather than individual crops have increased involvement in in situ 
maintenance of genetic diversity through use (home gardens, secondary crops etc.). The ex 
situ genebanks of the CGIAR were primarily meant to support Centres’ breeding 
programmes, but they also have a potentially important role in providing genetic diversity for 
local and on-farm crop improvement/participatory forms of plant breeding in traditional 
agricultural systems, and through this process promoting in situ conservation. It seems 
unlikely that the CGIAR will take an “in trust” responsibility in in situ conservation, whereby 
it is actually involved with the maintenance of in situ material, but it will have to develop 
further across-Centre capacity, knowledge and methodology to provide support and services 
in this area. 
1.3.3 Ex situ Conservation 
The concept of ex situ genebanks has been an important part of modem breeding 
efforts since the inception of such breeding. Genetic diversity provides the raw material for 
recombination and selection. Hence collections are vital to any breeding programme, varying 
in size according to the requirements of the crop and, more often, on the interest and 
capabilities of the breeder. These so-called “working collections”, which were meant to 
provide direct access to useful genetic diversity, have safeguarded extensive sources of 
genetic diversity that otherwise might have been lost, and form the basis of present-day 
genebank collections. Up until the nineteen sixties the main concern was to broaden and 
improve ease of access to new sources of genetic diversity, as is illustrated by reference to the 
need for Regional “Exploration” Centres in the different centres of crop diversity by the FAO 
Technical Conferences and expert consultations in that period. It is really the activities of the 
early IARCs that introduced the concept of genebanks to collect material for the sake of 
conservation rather than just easy and improved access. Notably, IRRI adopted a strategy to 
collect and conserve a reasonable sample of the total genepool of Indica rices. However, 
IRRI’s example does not represent the action taken by all Centres. While in general the 
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present crop Centres have large and important collections of their mandated crops, there are 
variations among them in the extent to which they have achieved the aim of holding a 
representative sample of the mandated crop genepools. Collections appear to vary from 
essentially working collections to collections that may or may not be guided by dangers of 
genetic erosion or the desire to rationally sample whole or parts of genepools of targeted 
species. Hence, while the FAO Global Plan of Action suggests the need for a systematic 
effort to safeguard the world’s genetic resources, the role of the CGIAR in this activity is not 
yet clear an&so far differs from one IARC to another and within Centres, sometimes even 
between crops. 
Recommendation 1: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP and the CGIAR Centres clarify realistically, 
on a per-crop basis, the aims and objectives of their genetic resources conservation 
programmes, indicating attempted coverage of targeted genepools. 
Ex situ conservation can take place in different ways; for example, for plants: 
plantations, seed/clonal orchards, field genebanks, seed genebanks, in vitro genebanks (tissue 
culture, cryopreservation, pollen banks) and in future probably DNA libraries. Seed 
genebanks (most mandated crops have orthodox seeds) and field genebanks backed-up in 
some cases by in vitro facilities are most commonly used by CGIAR Centres. A parallel 
range of different possibilities exists for other organizms (animals, fish, micro-organisms). 
Strategies for collection are important considerations for any genebank programme. 
Decisions on selected strategies are based on the nature of target species, extent of genepool 
coverage, distribution of diversity, extent of erosion, involvement of other players, including 
national programmes and NGOs, socio-political factors, available facilities and financial 
resources, nature and biology of the species and so on. However, few genebanks in the 
world, including most of the CGIAR Centre genebanks, have as yet developed 
comprehensive collection strategies. For crops with a wide distribution, the appropriate 
approach would seem to be the establishment of networks of cooperating genebanks, 
managed in association with international crop data bases. This approach has been developed 
and successfully applied by the European Programme on Genetic Resources Networks. 
Almost all the CGIAR Centres are involved in crop/commodity specific networks or regional 
genetic resources networks that have as an objective the sharing of conservation 
responsibilities, as well as the sharing of germplasm, expertise and 
enhancement/improvement efforts. There are many examples of these, e.g. the regional 
networks in the Americas, Southern Africa (SADC), and West Asia and North Africa 
(WANANET); and commodity networks on sweet potato, banana (INIBAP), and coconut 
(COGENT). Promoting networking is a major objective of individual Centres (notably 
IPGRI) and also of the SGRP. An SGRP collaborative activity in 1997 laid the ground work 
for the strategy and collaborative effort to conserve root and tuber crops in Sub-Saharan 
Africa. 
Through catalyzing, coordinating and participating in species-specific networks and 
regional networks, the CGIAR Centres are committed to integrating their genebank 
operations and related activities towards the formation of a rational conservation effort as 
called for in the GPA. However, it is fair to note that there have been, and continue to be, 
political problems and financial constraints in achieving international collaboration, 
particularly post CBD, and whilst access and benefit sharing arrangements are unresolved (IU 
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renegotiations). These have been easier to overcome in the geopolitical context of ECP/GR. 
There is, however, considerable variation in effectiveness among these networks. It seems 
timely, as was suggested by the Genebank Operations Review, to assess more objectively the 
successes and failures of the networks. 
1.3.4 Utilization 
The utilization of genetic resources is clearly crop/species specific. Access to genetic 
collections and release of breeding materials requires policies that satisfy national laws and 
international agreements that are described in Chapter 2. 
1.3.5 Cross Cutting Issues 
Policies: The political and economic environment in which the CGIAR has to 
operate is becoming increasingly complex. Changed concepts on ownership and economic 
value transferred biological diversity from a free resource to a contested property argued over 
by policy makers from governments, non-government organizations (NGOs) and private 
industry. Genetic diversity, and especially its control and ownership, has become the subject 
for discussion by a variety of international fora with overlapping but also conflicting agendas: 
the FAO Undertaking, introducing Farmers Rights in recognition of their contributions to 
genetic diversity and its conservation; the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) adopted 
at the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), 
stressing national sovereignty of genetic resources; the World Trade Organization (WTO) 
and the Trade Related Intellectual Property Regimes (TRIPS) negotiations, aiming to 
optimize free trade and enforcing IPR regimes to include biological material and stimulate 
private ownership; the Union for the Protection of New Varieties of Plants (UPOV) to protect 
the interests of the private breeding industry and others. 
The IARCs of the CGIAR responded to these changes with some understandable 
hesitancy. Their collections continued to be treated as a resource held “in trust” for the world 
community with free access for “bonafifide” users, primarily plant breeders in the public and 
private sector. To formalize their international “in-trust” status, agreements were signed with 
FAO bringing IARC collections under the direct jurisdiction (intergovernmental authority) of 
the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. While this is a first 
and important step, a number of legal, financial, organizational and even ethical issues still 
need attention. These are recognized by the CGIAR and are on the agenda of the SGRP. 
Many of these issues are debated at a growing number of CGIAR fora: the Genetic Resources 
Policy Committee; the Non-Government Organization (NGO) Committee; the Private 
Industry Committee; various Regional Fora etc.. 
Raising awareness: The CGIAR has made important contributions to the present 
high level of awareness that genetic diversity is an important natural resource which needs to 
be conserved. It does so through a variety of media including printed matter, Internet and 
Web-sites and through interviews, talks at meetings and conferences and in particular, 
through CGIAR inputs to major fora of the FAO and CBD. IPGRI plays a particular role in 
public awareness and, with the creation of the SGRP, efforts have been strengthened. 
Research: The problem of most national genebank programmes is a lack of research 
facilities and adequate funding. Much research relevant to genetic conservation takes place 
in other institutions and includes population genetics, taxonomic research, tissue culture, 
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cryopreservation and so on. However, for effective and efficient genetic resources 
programmes there is a need for more targeted and problem-oriented research. Various 
Centres of the CGIAR are directly involved in such research, and IPGRI has some funding 
for contracting research to other institutions. Areas of involvement include cryopreservation 
and in vitro storage, seed handling and storage, documentation and information management, 
understanding genetic diversity, erosion indicators, collecting strategies and methodology 
development for the creation of core collections. 
The totality of CGIAR’s involvement in breeding is, of course, an enormous 
contribution to utilization. In the process of widening its ecoregional reach, different 
approaches in breeding are needed, including population enhancement for targeted 
environments, farmer participatory breeding, on-farm testing, identification and exchange of 
superior landraces between locations. This requires methodology development and active 
cooperation through NARS with farmer communities and NGOs in a collegial mode, 
validating local seed systems and understanding local methods of selection. These are 
providing new challenges to the Centres. 
Capacity strengthening and training: Training and capacity strengthening have a 
high priority in the mission of the CGIAR. IPGRI and most other Centres are involved in 
such activities. Obviously, the Centres have the facilities and expertise for training in genetic 
conservation and use. At most Centres there seems to be a somewhat ad hoc approach for 
such training because of the lack of an overall Systemwide strategy. Steps are being taken 
through SGRP to remedy this situation and to develop a Systemwide programme on training 
in genetic resources. 
Gender: The relevance of incorporating gender issues into practices and policies 
relating to biodiversity conservation and use has been recognized only recently. Gender 
provides a useful analytical framework to gauge the respective roles and activities of men and 
women. The CGIAR has contributed to increased awareness that women play an important 
role in agriculture and the local management of natural resources. All CGIAR projects are 
required to indicate explicitly their possible role and impact on women. CIAT is 
coordinating the Systemwide Programme on Participatory Research and Gender Analysis for 
Technology Development and Institutional Innovation. One of its activities is an E-mail 
Network on Participatory Breeding which has shown that participatory plant breeding 
involves a range of approaches that bring users closer in crop development, seed supply and 
conservation. CIP, in a collaborative network (UPWARD) with the Wageningen Agricultural 
University (WAU) incorporates gender analysis in a more general user/use perspective. 
Several of the UPWARD projects deal with aspects of biodiversity conservation and use. 
IPGRI’s programme on in situ conservation with projects in a number of countries involves a 
gender component. The SGRP does not yet have a specific collaborative research activity in 
the field of gender and biodiversity. Its involvement has been limited to a problem stating 
fact sheet that has not yet led to actual research and development activities under SGRP 
funding. However, as noted above, within the SGRP there are Centre-specific activities in 
this area. Furthermore, these activities are undertaken in collaboration with Centres’ 
improvement programmes and in the context of the Systemwide Programme on Participatory 
Research and Gender Analysis. 
Assisting Farmers in Disaster Situations to Restore Agricultural Systems: 
Individual Centres have been involved in restoring PGR in the past (in Rwanda and Somalia 
for example). The GPA calls for a standing capacity and the development of mechanisms to 
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respond more systematically to future crises. While FAO is charged with coordinating this 
effort administratively, it is likely that CGIAR Centres will acquire, and should accept 
considerable responsibilities in terms of identification, acquisition, multiplication, and in 
some cases re-introduction of appropriate genetic materials. Coordination between Centres 
will be needed, and the participation of all relevant Centres should be ensured through the 
SGRP. 
Recommendation 2: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP and the CGIAR Centres acquire capacity 
and assume responsibility to identify and make available, from their plant genetic 
resources collections, accessions for re-introduction of appropriate landrace 
materials in post-disaster situations to help restore agricultural systems. 
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CHAPTER 2 - POLICY ENVIRONMENT FOR GLOBAL GENETIC RESOURCES 
2.1 Introduction 
The CGIAR operates today in a scientific, social, political and legal environment 
more complex and contentious than at any previous point in its history. Genetic resources - 
resources which are essential to the work and the existence of the majority of CGIAR Centres 
and are crucial to food security, poverty alleviation and sustainable development globally - 
are the focus of debate in multiple, intergovernmental fora, and the subject of laws and 
regulations in a growing number of countries. 
Intergovernmental deliberations will eventually lead to new rules and arrangements 
regarding access to, use of, and benefit-sharing from genetic resources. Developments in 
policy and law, therefore, are having, and will continue to have, a concrete impact on the 
ability of CGIAR Centres to collect, conserve, document, research, develop, and distribute 
genetic resources. Moreover, it is the Panel’s opinion that the CGIAR has an important 
contribution to make both in scientific and technical terms and in contributing to cross- 
cutting issues at a policy level in the global fora. 
2.2 The Convention on Biological Diversity 
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) came into force on 29 December 
1993, and has now been ratified by 166 countries. It is the only international legal instrument 
to address biological diversity in a comprehensive way and it is the first global treaty to enter 
into force with a sustainable development orientation. Covering both wild and domesticated 
species, the CBD provides a legally-binding framework for the conservation and sustainable 
use of agrobiodiversity and hence the implementation of sustainable agricultural systems. 
The CBD has three stated objectives: 
l the conservation of biological diversity; 
l the sustainable use of its components; 
l the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic 
resources, including by appropriate access to genetic resources and by appropriate transfer 
of relevant technologies, taking into account all rights over those resources and to 
technologies, and by appropriate funding. 
The CBD, as well as developments in intellectual property rights legislation, are 
manifestations of a larger trend towards more precise designations of who owns biological 
materials, and what, exactly, is owned. There is likely to be increased regulation, and a 
heavier reliance on legal instruments and policies concerning all genetic resources matters in 
the near future. The day when genetic resources are exchanged casually between scientific 
colleagues and handled on the basis of informal agreements, is drawing to a close. The 
CGIAR must be sensitive to the rapid evolution which is taking place in this policy and legal 
environment. 
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While only States can be parties to the Convention, the CGIAR must necessarily 
recognize the need and advisability of operating in a manner consistent with and supportive 
of the Convention. The CGIAR’s substantial contributions to the three objectives of the CBD 
are not always well understood or appreciated. In particular, Centres’ development of genetic 
resources is not always seen as it might be, i.e., as a tangible benefit accruing to all, 
especially to developing countries. Likewise, the “ecosystem” and “sustainable 
management” approach taken by CGIAR Centres towards natural resource management, is 
not generally known. 
The Convention reaffirms in its Preamble that “States have sovereign rights over their 
own biological resources”. The assertion of sovereign rights and national ownership over 
biological diversity has cast some doubt over the future status of the genetic resources 
currently being cared for, developed, and distributed by Centres. During the negotiation 
process for the CBD, governments acknowledged that ex situ collections collected prior to the 
coming into force of the Convention (as well as the question of “Farmers’ Rights”) would be 
left as “outstanding matters”, assigned to FAO for resolution. Negotiations are taking place 
now through the process of revising the FAO International Undertaking on Plant Genetic 
Resources for Food and Agriculture (PGRFA). 
The outcome of these negotiations will almost certainly determine whether CGIAR 
Centres can continue to keep genetic materials in the public domain and grant unrestricted 
access to them for use in breeding programmes. The future of many Centres, and the ability 
of the CGIAR as a whole to pursue its goals of contributing to world food security and 
poverty alleviation thus rest to a substantial degree on the results of final agreement made by 
the countries. The ultimate agreement could confirm and secure the role of the Centres. 
However, a few countries have stated in meetings of the CBD that they believe ownership 
and control of CGIAR-held germplasm should revert to the country of origin.’ 
The scientific difficulties of determining clear ownership, together with the low 
likelihood that the country of origin would benefit appreciably from such a transfer of 
materials/control, coupled with the disruption and harm such a course would cause to 
Centre’s conservation and breeding programmes, argue strongly for the CGIAR to play an 
active role in providing technical information on the implications of such proposals in 
political fora. 
Collecting of biological materials by Centres currently falls under the provisions of 
the CBD, and may continue to do so in the future regardless of the outcome of the 
negotiations at FAO. Inspired by the CBD, at least 30 countries have or are considering 
legislation or regulations governing access to genetic resources. The headquarters of nine 
CGIAR Centres are located in such countries. Under the CBD, as well as under proposed 
legislation in these countries, access must be on the basis ofprior informed consent (PIC) and 
mutually agreed terms (MAT). In many cases, newly collected materials will not be 
considered as residing in the public domain, available for use by all. This tendency counters 
the long-standing practice of the CGIAR in making materials available to all, in order to 
promote utilization. Management of international collections held in trust by CGIAR Centres 
may therefore become more complicated with some materials being treated effectively as 
’ However, it is not evident that this policy, voiced in one forum only, is the considered and formal 
policy of the government, or even of the relevant ministries. The point is that the CGIAR is not 
immune from countries questioning the status of genetic resource collections which Centres are 
conserving and using. 
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goods in the public domain, while others (acquired since the CBD under provisions of PIC 
and MAT) have restrictions attached to their use and distribution. Whether Centres will or 
should collect or accept genetic materials which come with restrictions regarding their use 
and distribution, and whether they should commit to the long-term conservation of such 
materials, are questions with both policy and managerial implications - ones which clearly 
should be addressed in a consistent manner Systemwide. Ideally, new materials will be 
acquired with the understanding that they may be designated under the FAO-CGIAR 
Agreements and therefore remain available for access, research and use, both as resources 
and commercial products. These important issues are facing the SGRP and Centres’ 
management. 
Policy issues related to biosafety and the movement of biological materials 
(particularly in regards to release of genetically-altered organisms) are being raised at the 
CBD, FAO and other fora. A protocol regarding genetically modified organisms to the CBD 
appears near completion. If approved, it will end uncertainties and provide the CGIAR and 
others with established standards, an advantage to both Centre personnel who need to have 
clear and agreed procedures, and to those in government and civil society who welcome the 
transparency such a protocol would provide. 
At the third meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP) to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity, it was determined that there would be a multi-year programme of 
activities on agricultural biodiversity and that this programme would be developed in 
collaboration with FAO. The COP has also initiated programmes on forest, marine, coastal 
and inland water biodiversity and has also welcomed the further development of the FAO 
Global Strategy on Animal Genetic Resources. CGIAR policy and activities relevant to trees, 
animal and aquatic species are discussed in Chapter 4. 
2.3 FAO 
The FAO has been the scene of intense debates and negotiations over genetic 
resources since the late 1970s. During this period, a number of resolutions and non-binding 
agreements have been adopted, most notably the International Undertaking on Plant Genetic 
Resources and the Global Plan of Action for the Conservation and Sustainable Utilization of 
PGRFA. The chief forum for such issues within FAO is the intergovernmental Commission 
on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture, which has 156 country members, including 
all countries which host CGIAR Centres. 
The International Undertaking addresses a broad range of subjects, including 
collecting, conservation, and use of PGRFA, as well as the subjects of access, benefit sharing, 
and “Farmers’ Rights”. When formulated in the 1980’s, the Undertaking reflected the 
dominant ideology of the time, namely that plant genetic resources were the “common 
heritage of mankind”, and thus should be fully and freely exchanged. After the coming into 
force of the CBD, this approach was thought to be in conflict with the Convention’s emphasis 
on “national sovereignty”, with its perceived emphasis on bilateral agreements and on access 
to biodiversity being granted on “mutually-agreed terms”. While the CBD does not prescribe 
how countries will exercise their national sovereignty (whether it be multilaterally or 
bilaterally), countries set about to renegotiate the Undertaking to bring it in line with the CBD 
and ultimately to offer it to the Conference of Parties for their consideration as a possible 
protocol to the CBD. 
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A range of proposals with regard to scope and access is currently under consideration 
in the negotiations on the International Undertaking. Some countries have proposed that a 
multilateral system of open, facilitated-access, be established for major crops (including all of 
the “mandate” crops of the CGIAR) and that access to and benefit-sharing associated with the 
remaining crops be determined bilaterally. Others suggest that entire networks, facilities or 
collections be placed under a multilateral system and that materials in this system be made 
available to participants. The decisions taken will affect the work of the Centres in profound 
ways, inter alia, how Centres handle genetic resources collections (how, under what 
conditions, and even whether they can continue to conserve, develop and distribute those 
resources); how they relate to the work and concerns of the countries of their region, crop 
networks, etc.. 
Proposals for benefit sharing are equally wide-ranging. Some argue that benefit 
sharing should be linked to the commercialization (or patenting) of a variety and that 
financial or other benefits flow back to the countries of origin of the breeding material 
contained in the commercialized variety. Others propose an international fund and/or a link 
between access under a multilateral system and funding for the implementation of the Global 
Plan of Action, which would be considered as benefit sharing. A few countries contend that 
“access is the benefit”, and such countries are generally reluctant to commit to benefit sharing 
beyond that.’ Some countries have suggested that current donations to the CGIAR be 
redirected towards the Global Plan and that CGIAR Centres receive their funding through the 
mechanism established for financing the implementation of the Global Plan. It is not beyond 
the realm of possibility that financial support of the CGIAR will, in some way, become one 
of the means through which countries might meet their obligations under the terms of a 
revised International Undertaking. 
How PGFWA collected prior to the coming into force of the CBD (i.e. the bulk of 
materials currently in genebanks) will be treated, remains to be seen. Currently, most 
materials held in CGIAR Centres are covered under agreements with FAO whereby they are 
held by the Centres “in trust” for the world community. The Centres have agreed to conserve 
this material under conditions meeting international standards, and not to take out any form 
of intellectual property protection on them. When distributing materials, Centres are obliged 
to pass on these obligations to recipients. They do so through the use of Material Transfer 
Agreements. Preparing a model MTA was one of the first activities of the SGRP. Violations 
and alleged violations of the MTAs became the focus of controversy in 1998. The SGRP 
identified the lack of uniformity in MTA wording and associated enforcement practices 
employed by Centres as an associated problem. It performed an analysis of Centre MTAs 
and provided assistance to Centres in harmonizing their MTAs and in dealing with related 
political and legal matters. 
Centres should continue to regard adherence to the FAO agreements as a matter o.f 
utmost importance, as these agreements give substance to the CGIAR’s policy of unrestricted 
availability of germplasm, and make the conditions under which the CGIAR manages these 
resources transparent to the global community. The SGRP is positioned to monitor this 
situation at the operational level, and should continue to act, as appropriate, to anticipate and 
address problems as well as needs and opportunities arising from the FAO Agreements. 
’ For a more detailed discussion of this topic, see: Access to Plant Genetic Resources and the Equitable 
Sharing of Benefits: A Contribution to the Debate on Systems for the Exchange of Germplasm. 
Issues in Genetic Resources, No. 4. Rome: IPGRI. 1996. 
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It is understood that the FAO-CGIAR Agreements will be modified, if necessary, 
according to the outcome of negotiations of the International Undertaking. FAO and the 
CGIAR have already issued one joint statement providing further details on their 
interpretation of the wording of the FAO-CGIAR Agreements. Clarification and adaptation 
of the Agreements will need to take place regularly as the policy, scientific, and commercial 
changes occur. Elaboration of the Agreements, therefore, should be considered as a routine 
part of ensuring that they remain up-to-date, relevant and effective. This effort is, 
appropriately, taking place through the SGRP where technical and policy considerations can 
be balanced. IPGRI’s policy unit has been entrusted by the ICWG-GR with facilitating and 
leading this process. 
Several important issues will soon need to be faced. For example, FAO and the 
CGIAR will need to come to some understanding as to how pre- and post-CBD components 
of designated accessions will be treated under the Agreements, and how the subject of 
“essential derivation” will be handled. Through the SGRP, discussions are underway among 
the Centres and with FAO aiming at a joint FAO-CGIAR statement on how the Agreements 
will be applied. 
2.4 Global Plan of Action 
In June 1996, at the FAO International Technical Conference on Plant Genetic 
Resources, 150 countries adopted the Global Plan of Action (GPA) for the Conservation and 
Sustainable Utilization of PGRFA. The implementation of this Plan was subsequently 
endorsed by the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (which 
has monitoring and oversight responsibilities for the Plan), as well as by the Conference of 
Parties to the CBD, and by Heads of State and Government at the World Food Summit. 
Precise modalities for full implementation of the Plan have yet to be determined, as has its 
link to any future agreed International Undertaking. However, countries and institutions 
have, as agreed, begun using the Plan as a framework for their national work and bilateral and 
multilateral programmes. 
The “Leipzig Plan” is the first global plan on plant genetic resources agreed at 
governmental level. Moreover, it is the result of the first, significant global planning process 
- a process that directly involved IPGRI and in which there was a large contribution from 
other Centres and the SGRP. The Global Plan of Action has CGIAR support and, at the 
operational level, this support must be considered as the framework for Centre activities with 
PGRFA. The Panel was pleased to note that the CGIAR has expressed its commitment to the 
CBD programmes, the GPA and the Global Strategy. 
The GPA aims to create a rational, coordinated global system for PGRFA: It offers 
20 activities apportioned among four general sections: in situ conservation and development; 
ex situ conservation; utilization of plant genetic resources; and institutions and capacity 
building. If one considers the ultimate aim of the Plan, then it must be accepted that some 
activities may be more important than others, or at least be activities which should be 
addressed early in the effort to create a global system. The SGRP has a valuable role to play 
in assisting the CGIAR and Centres to approach the GPA in a holistic manner, and not simply 
to look upon the GPA as a checklist of items. Under the SGRP, the Centres are participating 
in the series of FAO regional GPA implementation consultations currently underway. 
. 
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2.5 World Trade Organization - Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property 
Rights (TRIPS) 
The TRIPS Agreement attempts to establish certain minimum standards for 
intellectual property rights protection defined as including copyrights, patents, plant variety 
protection etc. As an outcome of the Uruguay Round of GATT, it was determined that all 
parties must allow for the patenting of all inventions - including processes and products - in 
all fields.’ In the specific case of plant varieties and animal breeds, parties shall provide 
protection through patents or an effective sui generis system, or both. 
Trade sanctions may be applied against countries not adhering to this agreement. The 
agreement will be reviewed in 1999, a target date which many countries accept for adoption 
of suitable legislation. Thus, in the next two years many countries will be exploring options 
for providing intellectual property protection to biological materials, most notably to plant 
varieties, genes and micro-organisms. By 2005, all countries - including least-developed 
countries - are to have met the requirements laid down in the TRIPS Agreement. 
It is unclear - and there are differences of opinion - as to whether the 1999 review will 
also provide an occasion for a revision of the agreement. Studies are underway in the CBD, 
for example, on the impact of intellectual property rights on biodiversity, and some countries 
appear to be positioning themselves for a possible debate in WTO over the interplay between 
intellectual property rights, biodiversity conservation and the sharing of benefits of 
biodiversity on mutually-agreed terms. 
Given the pressures being exerted by the TRIPS Agreement and the absence, as of this 
date, of an agreement on access and benefit sharing in the International Undertaking 
negotiations at FAO, some countries may decide to establish sui generis systems which offer 
some degree of protection (or reward) to local communities for conservation and 
development of farmer varieties/landraces. Such systems would almost certainly restrict 
access to genetic resources. 
The effects of TRIPS-inspired legislation on the programmes of Centres should be 
monitored closely. The SGRP could play an important role within the CGIAR in gathering 
and analyzing experiences and helping to formulate appropriate responses by Centres, 
especially if legislation has the effect of restricting access to or use of genetic materials, or in 
affecting the way in which donors view support to PGRFA activities in developing countries. 
2.6 World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) - Union for the Protection of 
New Varieties of Plants (UPOV) 
UPOV was established in 1961 under the auspices of WIPO and currently has 32 
members. The Convention was amended in 1972, 1978 and 1991. The Convention provides 
a model for dual intellectual property protection through both “plant breeder’s rights” and 
patenting for plant varieties. The criteria for securing breeder’s rights protection under 
UPOV are met by establishing that the variety in question is distinct, uniform and stable. 
Following the award of this patent-like protection, others are enjoined from marketing the 
’ A few exclusions are permissible, such as inventions whose exploitation must be prevented to protect 
public order or morality, and exclusions made to protect human, animal or plant life or health, or the 
environment. 
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protected variety or any “essentially-derived” variety. Varieties may be used freely for 
research. Under the 1978, but apparently less so under the 1991 version, farmers are 
relatively free to multiply and re-use (and even, to a limited extent, sell) seed of protected 
varieties without permission of, or compensation to, the owner of the protected variety. 
Technically, countries must now accept the 1991 amended UPOV Convention if they 
wish to join - as many are considering, due to the pressure of the 1999 review of WTO- 
TRIPS. However, the discouragement of farmer seed-saving and small-scale farmer seed- 
exchanging and selling is causing some hesitation in countries where the commercial seed 
industry is weak and farmers are predominantly self-reliant in terms of seeds. 
It should be noted that the existence of an established legal regime for protecting and 
rewarding plant breeders and the absence of a mechanism for rewarding the innovative work 
of farmers, complicates the international debate over benefit sharing from biodiversity. It 
remains to be seen, however, whether UPOV will be superseded by the acceptance in a 
number of countries of patenting as applicable to biological materials. If this happens, access 
to and use of genetic materials for research and incorporation into plant varieties and animal 
breeds will probably become more limited. This, in turn, will surely affect the ability of 
CGIAR scientists to access materials and use new technologies. It may even call into 
question the status of collections being held by Centres as being in the public domain. 
2.7 The Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) 
The policy environment in which the CGIAR operates today frequently requires quick 
responses on the part of individual Centres and the CGIAR as a whole. The actions and 
policies of an individual Centre have sometimes diverged from the others, leading to 
unfortunate misinterpretations of the policy and practice of the CGIAR as a whole. If the 
CGIAR is to function as a System and be seen by the outside world as unified, then it must 
have consistent policies, at least on important issues which affect most or all Centres. Those 
representing the CGIAR in international and intergovernmental fora, or who are otherwise 
engaged in policy-related work, cannot be expected to espouse multiple and conflicting 
approaches to the major issues of the day. 
The CGIAR System currently offers a bewildering array of policy-making and policy- 
influencing fora and personalities, including: 
The Cosponsors and members 
Chairman and Secretariat of the CGIAR 
The Oversight Committee 
TAC and the TAC Chairman 
Individual Centre Boards of Trustees 
CBC Centre Board Chairs (CBC) 
Committee of Centre Directors (CDC) 
Individual Directors-General 
The Genetic Resources Policy Committee 
Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources (as the Steering Group for the SGRP) 
(ICWG-GR) 
IPGRl (as the “lead” Centre on genetic resources and biodiversity issues) 
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l NGO Committee, Private Sector Committee, etc. 
l CGIAR External Reviews of Centres 
Certain policy issues and controversies in recent months have involved many of the 
actors listed above. At the 1998 MTM of the CGIAR, the Committee of Centre Board Chairs 
and the Committee of Directors General adopted a broad set of policies and policy 
instruments on PGRFA. These were approved and included endorsement for the creation of a 
central advisory service on Proprietary Technology and Biosafety (CAWTB) which would 
facilitate Centres’ access to professional advice on biotechnological and proprietary issues 
and biosafety. The groundwork for many of the MTM actions was laid, in part by work 
undertaken through the SGRF’. This approach to securing quicker decisions may be useful in 
the future. It combines the practical expertise and experience represented in the SGRP, with 
the institutional commitment and authority represented by the two committees, CBC and 
CDC. If the committees can respond inter-sessionally, this approach might, in coordination 
with the initiatives of the Chairman of the CGIAR, prove to be an efficient mechanism for 
responding quickly to changing situations in the policy world. 
Recommendation 3: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP should continue to monitor policy 
decisions at national, regional and global levels, as well as identify needs and 
opportunities arising from such decisions, so that appropriate actions can be 
taken in a Systemwide fashion. In addition, the SGRP should be involved in the 
analysis of the consequences for developing countries of proposed and agreed 
policies. 
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CHAPTER 3 - PAST REVIEWS OF GENETIC RESOURCES ACTIVITIES 
IN THE CGIAR 
3.1 Overview 
In this Chapter, the SGRP Review Panel makes an attempt to analyse general and 
specific developments that led to the establishment and functioning of SGRP for specific 
objectives in a Systemwide context. It also evaluates the status of implementation of the 
recommendations and suggestions made by earlier review panels related to GR activities. 
The four reviews considered are: 
1. Third IBPGRIPGRI EPMR, 1991 
2. Stripe Study, 1994 
3. External Review of CGIAR Genebank Operations, 1996 
4. Fourth IPGRI EPMR, 1997 
It should be noted that all individual Centre EPMRs include attention to Centre 
specific activities on genetic resources. The establishment of SGRP in 1994 ushered in a 
healthy trend based on the following CGIAR recommendations: 
1. The “in trust” status of CGIAR collections was reaffirmed, 
2. The CG Centres holding collections entered into agreement with FAO to place their 
Genebanks in the International Network of ex situ Collections and accepted FAO as the 
authority to monitor standards of conservation in these genebanks, 
3. Elevation of GRUs at the Centres to Programme status or equivalent with wider mandates, 
4. Separate funding to Centres exclusively for GR activities, and 
5. A standardized information system and database for the PGR of the CGIAR. 
The Director General of IPGRI was nominated as Programme Leader of the SGRP, 
with IPGRI, as the SGRP Convening Centre, hosting a small Secretariat and Coordinator. A 
Steering Committee to guide policy and management of the SGRP was constituted from the 
Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR). An allocation of US$ 1.6 m 
was approved by CGIAR to fund the SGRP. This allocation, however, has never been met. 
The approved plans and agreed collaborative activities could not run to the level originally 
planned due to lack of funding support by donors. It is clear therefore, that an agreed strategy 
for committing budgetary resources as per agreed plan of action is important. This and the 
other related issues need further critical review. Similarly, structural options and working 
arrangements for better integration of programmes in the Systemwide efforts need 
reassessment. 
3.2 Third IBPGR (IPGRI) EPMR, 1991 
The observations/suggestions/recommendations made by this EPMR Panel, which 
made impact at the time that they were made and have had implications to developments 
since then, were as follows: 
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1. The CGIAR System is uniquely placed to take a lead role in addressing and resolving 
second generation scientific and technical issues related to GR. The CGIAR should 
assess: 
a> 
9 
financial viability of national programmes, and 
implications of the intellectual property rights, which currently continue to 
have a very important bearing on access to and utilization of GR. 
2. For development of a System’s approach, the following need specific attention: 
a> 
b) 
d 
d) 
e> 
f) 
8 
h) 
9 
8 
The CGIAR should widen scientific and technical support for conservation of 
GR. The problems of common denominators related to a range of species 
should be resolved through such scientific and technical support. 
Research collaborations should be established among the commodity centres 
and the IPGRI. 
Centres should ensure maintenance of collections of material relevant to 
improvement of their respective mandated crops. 
Exploration and collection should be launched in a networking mode to fill the 
gaps in conservation. 
Impartial and apolitical stand should be taken on controversial issues, such as 
those related to IPR, access to germplasm, etc.. 
Increased emphasis should be placed on forestry genetic resources through: 
l identifying problem areas, 
l formulating researchable questions, 
l identifying suitable institutions for doing the actual research, and 
l funding for contract research. 
Conservation of GR is an issue of wide importance and it should be considered 
across the CGIAR System. 
The existing NGOs can be categorized into two broad classes: 
l The more official and global organisations, for example, IUCN and WWF. 
A good working relationship existed between CGIAR and these NGOs. 
l The less official and more local organisations. These NGOs were often 
political rather than scientific/technical and raised more financial concerns 
than other things. 
The private sector seed companies utilized both unique germplasm and 
advanced breeding material of Centres as they had few collections of 
significant size of their own. They should make a financial contribution to the 
conservation of PGR in lieu of GR used by them. 
The CGIAR System should prepare a global operational plan with FAO so that 
it is presented to 1992 UN Conference. 
A series of questions relating to the future role of CGIAR were raised, but no specific 
recommendations were made. These questions included: 
0 Should not the policy (of free availability of germplasm to all bona fide users) be 
redefined in the light of legal developments in this general area? 
l Would CGIAR phase out its support for Centre genebanks? 
l Would developing countries be able to raise financial resources required to maintain 
Centres’ collections as regional entities? 
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This SGRP Panel notes that the questions posed above are relevant and have been 
addressed subsequently. For example, the issue of “free availability” was resolved by the 
FAO Commission to the extent that “free access does not mean free of access charge”. The 
CGIAR did not phase out its support to its Genebanks; rather .Centres re-entered into 
agreements with the FAO to become the custodians of world germplasm held “in trust”. The 
developing countries benefited from the expertise of Centres for conservation and utilization 
of germplasm. 
3.3 Stripe Study, 1994 
From a review of the status of GR holdings in the CGIAR Centres’ genebanks, the 
Stripe Study noted that: 
Over half-a-million accessions were held in ex situ collections of 10 Centres at that time. 
This was the largest collection in international terms. 
Each Centre held its collections independently of the others; and a significant investment 
by CGIAR donors was made every year on GR conservation (ca US$l6.0 m). 
The Study Panel’s other observations/suggestions/recommendations included: 
Creation of Regional GR Advisory Boards. Such Boards should not pose financial 
liability on the CGIAR. 
Financial benefits from commercialization of germplasm, if any, should not be claimed 
by Centres but passed on to NARS. 
Information management/databases should be integrated in the System and 
communications with NARS be simplified. 
Operational links between Centres, NARS and NGOs should be made smoother. 
Emphasis should be placed on minor and under-utilized crops. 
Pre-breeding activities should be strengthened. 
Research on commodities of ecoregional importance should receive attention by Centres, 
and 
Germplasm facing imperilment should be collected and conserved on a priority basis. 
The Study Panel emphatically recommended that the Centre’s collections be held 
“in trust” for the world community and a Systemwide programme be developed to manage 
these resources. It proposed three alternative arrangements for management and governance 
of such a programme. 
TAC agreed, in principle, to the recommendation of establishing the SGRP but not to 
the proposed arrangements for its management. TAC also agreed with the Panel’s 
recommendations in the following areas: 
l a greater emphasis on more coherent and unified CGIAR programme on GR, 
0 a greater visibility of the CGIAR work on GR, 
l adequate and sustained funding for the GR activities, and 
a inclusion of animal GR and in situ conservation in the CGIAR programme. 
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In respect of management options for the proposed SGRP, the TAC, along with 
Centre Directors, Cosponsors and observers recommended a fourth option which had the 
following main features: 
0. a lead Centre be appointed from among the existing Centres, 
l appropriate PGR policies and strategies be drawn up by the identified lead Centre, 
0 the lead Centre should perform a representational role for the CGIAR and coordinate 
documentation and information services and raise funds for the proposed SGRP. 
Developments and consequences arising from the responses to recommendations 
made by the Stripe Study are dealt with in Chapter 4. 
3.4 External Review of the CGIAR Genebank Operations, 1996 
Under Agreements with FAO signed in October 1994, the eleven CGIAR Centres 
holding plant genetic resources placed their collections under the auspices of an 
inter-governmental agency, i.e., FAO, which recognizes that the Centres are trustees on 
behalf of the world community. According to this agreement, the different Centres 
genebanks were included in the International Network of Ed situ Collections under the FAO. 
To meet its global commitments and responsibilities under the FAO Agreements, one of the 
first acts of the SGRP and the ICWG-GR was to commission, in association with FAO, an 
external review of the CGIAR’s genebank operations (including the aquatic genetic resources 
held by ICLARM). 
Individual reports were prepared for each Centre, with recommendations for 
improving operations. Based on these individual reports, the Panel produced a synthesis 
report which made a number of recommendations at the Systemwide level. This report, 
together with the responses of the ICWG-GR, was published in 1996. During 1996, the 
Boards and Management of individual Centres considered the comments and 
recommendations for their Centres and their responses were published in an Annex to the 
Synthesis Report. In general, the responses to both the Systemwide recommendations and 
those for each Centre were positive and constructive, with a clear indication that steps would 
be taken to implement most of the recommendations. The information generated by the 
Review was used in the preparation of the FAO Report on the State of the World’s Plant 
Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. Subsequently, for this review the ICWG-GR 
made a further response (April 1998), detailing the actions taken and the progress made 
relative to each of the 27 recommendations made in the main Review Report. In addition, 
each Centre provided an update on the progress made in meeting the recommendations 
contained in each Centre’s Report. 
Among the recommendations made by the CGIAR Genebank Review Report were: 
0 The existing agreements among Centres and of Centres with other institutions should be 
reviewed, and extended to cases where agreements did not exist. Such agreements were 
seen to be crucial for the very high priority for conservation of safety duplicates at 
alternative sites. 
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Material that failed to meet International Standards should be regenerated. 
Gaps in “coverage” should be identified and collecting expeditions mounted as soon as 
possible. In particular, collection and conservation of African maize germplasm was 
recommended. 
The restoration of germplasm should be done on a priority basis and in a Systemwide 
context. 
Each Centre should prepare a Manual for genebank operations, as well as Guidelines for 
health standards, as soon as possible. 
NARS should be involved in the clean-up of infected materials, with extra resources 
provided to NARS. 
Greater efforts should be made to establish and evaluate core collections. 
Steps should be taken to establish an International Set of Standards for vegetatively 
propagated crops. 
Centres should make greater use of NARS genetic resources specialists in their strategic 
planning. 
Temporary exchange of staff between Centres and with NARS should be encouraged so 
as to gain from synergies. 
Training and capacity building should be given greater emphasis in a collaborative mode, 
and in so doing to hopefully reduce costs. 
Beneficial bacterial/fungal collections that are currently available within Centres should 
be declared as held “in trust” and their database linked to SINGER. 
The impact made from the use of genetic resources held in trust should be quantified and 
publicized, and the public be made more aware of the successful linkages between 
CGIAR Centres, NARS and other institutions. 
The cost of running genebanks of different Centres and the cost of maintaining 
accessions of different crops should be quantified. Similarly, the financial requirements 
for conducting backup research should be made known. 
Centres should be asked to plan and cost, on a priority basis, the extra resources needed 
to overcome, within a specified timeframe, problems and bottlenecks so as to make 
possible the preparation of a Systemwide Strategic Plan to quantify the resources needed 
to raise standards to meet fully the International Genebank Standards and to improve 
further the management and utilization of genetic resources at the Centres. 
The Panel found that these Systemwide recommendations had been positively 
addressed by the SGRP, but for some of them paucity of funding was hindering progress. 
Moreover, although Centres are also making genuine attempts to meet the recommendations 
made in individual Centre reports, a shortage of funds is delaying, and in some cases 
preventing the necessary actions. The Panel suggests that Centres should continue to give 
very high priority to the off-site safety duplication of their collections. While the Panel was 
pleased to note that progress had been made by IFPRI and CIMMYT in the pilot scheme, to 
calculate the cost of running the wheat and maize genebanks, and that costing guidelines 
would soon be issued to all Centre genebanks, it was also disappointed to learn that 
difficulties had been experienced in the preparation of a Systemwide Strategic Plan to 
quantify the resources needed by the Centres to meet International Standards. 
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Recommendation 4: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP and each crop commodity Centre should 
give high priority to: objectively quantifying costs of maintenance of accessions of 
different crops; guaranteeing the long-term security of Centre genebanks; adhering 
to appropriate standards; and identifying sources of sustainable funding. 
Recommendation 5: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP and the CGIAR Centres continue to give 
high priority to off-site safety duplication of their collections. 
The Panel was therefore encouraged to note that the SGRP had taken steps to initiate 
a project (for which it has drafted a proposal) “Development of a Scientifically Sound and 
Financially Sustainable Global Genebank System” in which it is anticipated that key 
stakeholders, including the CGIAR, FAO, NARS and regional genebanks will work together 
to develop a shared vision of how such a system might be developed and how it will operate. 
The initial stage of this project will focus on technical and scientific matters with a 
subsequent phase which will concentrate on institutional, policy and financial matters. It was 
not clear to the Panel, however, as to what degree of discussion had already taken place 
among the proposed stakeholders. 
Recommendation 6: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP give high priority to the implementation of a 
proposed project “Development of a Scientifically Sound and Financially 
Sustainable Global Genebank System”. 
In achieving its aims the preparation of a properly costed strategic plan for the 
improvement of the CGIAR’s genebanks and their activities will be of critical importance. 
Recommendation 7: 
The Panel recommends that the CGIAR should give high priority to making 
resources available to enable the Centres to implement fully, and in a more timely 
fashion, the recommendations made by the Genebank Operations Review. 
3.5 Fourth IPGRI EPMR, 1997 
The 4th EPMR Panel noted the following major developments since the 3rd EPMR of 
IBPGRIPGRI: 
l Adoption of CBD at UNCED in 1992, 
l Establishment of IPGRI as an independent institute of the CGIAR in 1994 which 
subsequently provided a Programme Leader, a Coordinator and a small Secretariat to the 
SGRP, 
l Redesignation of FAO Commission on Plant Genetic Resources as the FAO Commission 
on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (CGRFA), 
l Establishment of the Systemwide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP), in 1994, and 
23 
l Adoption of GPA at Leipzig in June, 1996. 
Setting priorities for the implementation of GPA required, inter alia, linkages 
between strategic programme planning and resulting operational aspects. It was recognized 
that ecological genetic research was relevant to several Centres in relation to their respective 
priority areas of ex situ conservation. Other areas of interest identified by the Review Panel 
were: 
Visibility and weight of GR commitment of CGIAR in the System. 
Increased interests for animal and aquatic genetic resources in the Systemwide context. 
Developing in-house capacity for genetic resource policy research and advice. 
Drawing out economic consequences of different policy options with respect to GR. 
Economic evaluation of biodiversity. 
Developing baseline genetic diversity programmes. 
Developing and promoting programmes needing implementation at national levels and 
through networks; emphasis to be placed on problem solving. 
Enhancing coherence of GR work of CGIAR; appointment of one or more external 
advisor(s) to the SGRP may help the situation. 
The need for a Systemwide independently funded programme for GR conservation to 
respond to new challenges, In the current context, this recommendation has great 
relevance, because the fund constraints in 1996 budget could not be addressed 
completely in spite of partial support by IPGRI from its core budget. 
The IPGRI EPMR Panel identified the following weaknesses in the operations of 
SGRP: 
l The SGRP could not authoritatively represent the Systemwide agenda on GR 
conservation and effective linkages between GR conservation and utilization. 
l The SGRP did not adequately address GR policy and structural issues at its 1997 annual 
meeting but merely covered technical and housekeeping issues. In the Panel’s view, the 
lack of commitment to Centres’ budgetary requirements for agreed plans for action was 
the main reason for this shortfall. The paucity of budget was, on the other hand, more 
due to a lack of authority provided to the Steering Committee (ICWG-GR). 
l Policy of individual Centres was not centrally decided by the CGIAR. The Centres 
formulated/endorsed their own policy positions. This affected the output and 
development of shared standards/objectives throughout the System. The Panel feels that 
the GRPC should formulate policy options for SGRP in addition to those for Centres. In 
addition, there is a need to re-examine SINGER and take steps to link Centres more 
strongly with external users. 
Those aspects of the IPGRI EPMR that relate to the SGRP are discussed in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4 - ASSESSMENT OF THE SGRP 
4.1 Introduction 
The continued ability of the CGIAR Centres to meet global commitments, especially 
those contained within the 1994 Agreements on the plant germplasm held in the Centres’ 
genebanks, is of vital importance, both for the Centres and within a global context. The creation 
of the SGRP was in part an attempt to devise a more unified, transparent and accountable 
mechanism to enable the CGIAR to play a more effective and sustainable role in the global 
system. Greater consistency among Centre policies and strategies, and coherent representation 
of the System’s activities should enable the CGIAR to enhance its interactions with the global 
genetic resources community, and to facilitate collaboration among Centres and with partners, 
thus optimizing the use of resources and maximizing the collective contribution. This Chapter 
assesses how successful the SGRP has been in attaining these aims. 
4.2 Origin of the SGRP 
The 1992 TAC Review of CGIAR Priorities and Strategies confirmed the need for a 
Systemwide strategy and programme on genetic resources. TAC considered the matter to be 
urgent and commissioned the “Stripe Study” in 1993. The Study suggested a number of 
possible changes to the financial and institutional arrangements for the System’s genetic 
resources work which created considerable debate. The Study argued forcefully that the CGIAR 
needed to “leap from its paradigm of individual voices at autonomous Centres to a fully 
coordinated policy on genetic resources management across the System” and that, in any case, 
the status quo was no longer acceptable or viable and that change was not only needed but 
expected. 
After considering several options the Study recommended that all genetic resources 
work done in the CGIAR, and the corresponding staff and budgets, be centrally administered by 
an International Agricultural Genetic Resources Institute which would have replaced IPGRI. 
This would have implied that the staff from the genetic resources units in each CGIAR Centre 
would become part of this new Centre and be funded from its budget. The Director General of 
this Centre would have been the System’s Genetic Resources Programme Director, responsible 
for all CGIAR commitments to genetic resources and for communications with the international 
community as well as with the national systems. The Study also recommended that all the 
System’s genetic resources work should be funded by a genetic resources fund. The authors of 
the Study recognized that this cross-cutting programme would “violate the established autonomy 
of the centres” but they believed that their choice was “rational and imperative”. 
A less radical solution proposed by the CGIAR Centre Directors was adopted at the 
CGIAR Mid-Term Meeting in 1994. The 1997 4th IPGRI External Review went on record to 
express its view that “the CGIAR missed the opportunity on that occasion for decisively and 
vigorously positioning itself to more effectively and pro-actively address its global 
responsibilities in genetic resources conservation and use”. In any event, at MTM’94, it was 
agreed to establish a Systemwide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) and IPGRI was 
designated as Convening Centre and tasked to (i) ensure that appropriate policies and strategies 
are formulated for genetic resources, (ii) perform a representation role in international fora, (iii) 
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coordinate and, to the extent needed, centralize documentation and information services, (iv) be 
the principal genetic resources fund raiser for the System, and (v) provide a permanent 
secretariat for the pre-existing Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources. (Box 4.1). 
At that time TAC suggested an initial budget allocation of US$ 1 million per year up to 
1998 so as to enable IpGR.I to meet its wider responsibilities of Convening Centre of the SGRP, 
enable some upgrading of the capacities of the genetic resources units in the other Centres, and 
improve information management on genetic resources. 
BOX 4.1: Genetic Resources in the CGIAR - 1994 Decisions 
The “in trust” status of CGIAR collections is reaffirmed, with the understanding that the collections will be 
placed under the umbrella of an international agreement. 
Ihe Genetic Resources Units at the Centres will be elevated to Program status or equivalent and will take on a 
wider mandate than the servicing of the Centre breeding programs at the Centres. 
e Centres will receive funding for genetic resources work which will not be fungible across their other 
activities. 
. The Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR) will be the CGIAR Steering Committee 
to guide policy and management of genetic resources. 
l IPGRI will be the Lead Centre on genetic resources programs and the IPGRI Director General will be 
director of the Systemwide Program on Genetic Resources. IPGRI will provide a small secretariat for the, 
ICWG-GR. Resource allocation will be TAC’s responsibility. 
l A standardized information system and database will be developed for the genetic resources of the CGIAR. 
From: Summary of Proceedings and Decisions. CGIAR Mid-Term Meeting 1994. New Delhi. As summarized in 
the Report of the 4th EPMR of IPGRI. 
4.3 Mission and Objectives 
As per its 1998-2000 Medium Term Plan, the stated mission of the SGRP is, through 
coordination among Centres of the CGIAR and collaboration with partner organizations, to 
contribute to the global effort to conserve agricultural, forestry and aquatic genetic resources for 
the current and future benefit of humans and to promote their use in ways that are consistent 
with the Convention on Biological Diversity. The SGRP seeks to advance research on policies, 
strategies and technologies for genetic resources and to provide information, advice and training 
to its partners. 
The 1998-2000 SGRP Medium Term Plan defines the SGRP’s objective as the creation 
of a Systemwide programme that is greater than the sum of its parts. This is to be achieved 
through: 
l generating new knowledge, technologies, methods and products through research 
partnerships; 
l strengthening institutional capacity through training and information exchange, particularly 
in developing countries; 
l assisting in the development and implementation of policies and strategies; 
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l promoting institutional linkages, complementarity and synergy. 
4.4 Strategy and Scope 
The SGRP’s strategy is, through collaboration, to consolidate genetic resources 
management and related research and development activities of the CGIAR Centres, and to 
define, develop and fLnd activities which would benefit from multi-Centre partnerships as well 
as activities where a System-level approach would be beneficial: 
Centre-specific activities constitute the large majority of the CGIAR’s genetic 
resources activities; they are conducted within the Centres’ own 
objectives, progmmmes and management. 
b) Multi-centre activities aim to address common objectives in a more effective and 
efficient manner by pooling the resources and expertise of multiple CGIAR 
Centres and their partners. The main themes for those activities are: 
l management of genetic resources and the promotion of their use; 
0 information and database system development; 
l human resource development and capacity mobilization; 
l cross-sectoral research on methodologies, strategies, and policies related to 
genetic resources. 
c> System-level activities aim to address areas that have implications for the System 
as a whole, such as: 
l sharing of CGIAR information; 
l genetic resources policy formulation; 
l public awareness and impact assessment of SGRP activities; 
l representation and consultation with partners; 
l coordination. 
Centre-specific activities are funded fi-om the Centres’ own budgets, though the SGRP 
may endorse such activities and contribute limited funds in some specific cases. Agreed Multi- 
centre and System-level activities are generally funded in whole or in part by SGRP tids 
though some may be simply endorsed with no fund allocation, the endorsement serving the 
purpose of leveraging other funds. 
A set of criteria was developed and refined over time by the Inter-Centre Working 
Group on Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR) to evaluate and prioritize proposals for SGRP-fUnded 
activities. While the criteria are weighted towards a proposal’s relevance to the SGRP strategy 
and towards its potential for leverage and impact, and while not all proposals are endorsed or 
funded (7 out of 30 in 1997 and 6 out of 12 in 1998), the themes defined in the Multi-centre and 
System-level activities are not prioritized and they are so broad that almost any proposal could 
be made to fit the strategy and, as a result, it seems that the proposals are driving the programme 
rather than the other way around. The Panel therefore concludes that the SGRP should define 
better focused/prioritized objectives and areas of research/activity within which the Centres, or 
other partners, would make proposals for SGRP endorsement and tiding. The Panel also 
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concludes that the SGRP’s mission, objectives, strategy and programmatic themes, as written in 
the 1998-2000 Medium Term Plan, could benefit from further clarification so that they could be 
clearly distinguished from the SGRP’s modus operandi. This lack of clarity might explain why 
a given SGRP-funded project was listed, in different recent documents submitted to the Panel, 
under different programmatic themes. 
Recommendation 8: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP prepare a strategic plan with prioritized 
objectives and areas of research/activity. 
4.5 Organization and Governance 
This Panel’s assessment of the SGRP organization and governance is very similar to that 
made by the IPGRI EPMR Panel in early 1997, which is for the most part still timely and 
pertinent (see Section 3.5). 
IPGRI is the Convening Centre of the SGRP. It has overall responsibility for the 
facilitation, coordination and representation of the programme and is accountable financially for 
the SGRP-funded activities. The DG of IPGRI is the Programme Leader and IPGRI hosts a 
small SGRP Secretariat currently composed of the SGRP Coordinator, an assistant and the 
Leader of the SINGER Project. The pre-existing Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic 
Resources (ICWG-GR) was designated as the Programme’s Steering Committee. In the SGRP 
1998-2000 Medium Term Plan its role is defined as “overseeing and advising on programme 
planning and implementation, and tasking specific Centres to lead activities on its behalf.” The 
ICWG-GR now includes representatives from all CGIAR Centres, together with a representative 
of FAO, the Programme Leader and the Coordinator who also serves as the Group’s Secretary. 
In addition to the above, and as mentioned in Chapter 2 of this Report, the CGIAR has a 
bewildering array of policy-making and policy-influencing fora which get involved at some 
point or another in the discussion of genetic resources policy issues. Most of these are part of 
the regular CGIAR decision-making process (Committee of Centre Board Chairs, Centre 
Directors Committee, TAC, Oversight Committee). Others are part of a more ad hoc advisory 
process (Genetic Resources Policy Committee, NGO Committee, Private Sector Committee). 
While it is not entirely clear which has to be part of the process nor in what order they are 
involved, the Genetic Resources Policy Committee (GRPC) appears to be a key player in the 
discussion of major genetic resources policy issues and in the formulation of CGIAR positions 
in this regard. 
Recommendation 9: 
The Panel recommends that a new SGRP structure be developed for achieving 
greater functional effectiveness and efficiency in Systemwide cooperation in GR 
activities in the CGIAR. 
Proposals for such a structure are described in Chapter 5. 
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4.5.1 Genetic Resources Policy Committee 
The Genetic Resources Policy Committee (GRPC) was established at ICW’94 as the 
main multi-stakeholder group concerned with advising the CGIAR on genetic resources policy 
issues. At ICW’96 its tenure was extended through ICW’98 when its future will be determined 
based on the recommendations of the CGIAR System Review. The GRPC includes 
representation of cosponsors, donors, Centre Directors General and CGIAR outsiders. IPGRI 
provides the secretariat to the GRPC and does a substantial portion of the staff work and the DG 
of IPGRI is a member of the Committee. The GRPC meets twice a year and has reported to the 
CGIAR on relevant developments in international fora and their implications for the CGIAR, 
and it has produced position papers on issues related to genetic resources (e.g., paper on minor 
crops and under-utilized species, development of ethical guidelines). 
The GRPC appears to be a fairly independent body which sets its own agenda and does 
not have clear accountabilities. There are disagreements within the CGIAR community and 
within the GRPC itself as to its role and as to whether it actually sets or guides CGIAR policy in 
the genetic resources area. While the GRPC’s areas of concern clearly overlap with those of the 
SGRP, the GRPC has no organizational link with the SGRP or the ICWG-GR. It has expressed 
support for some of the SGRP activities but it does not oversee the SGRP nor guide the setting 
of its strategy or of its work programme. However, the fact that the DG of IPGRI is both a 
member of the GRPC and the SGRP Programme Leader at least ensures consistency between 
the activities of these two CGIAR bodies. It will be relevant to see if blending of the present 
GRPC with the structure proposed in Chapter 5 is appropriate. 
4.5.2 Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources 
The Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources (ICWG-GR) pre-existed the 
SGRP. It was created in 1987 as an information exchange forum for representatives of Centre 
crop and forage genebanks and IBPGR/Il?GRI who met every two years to share experiences 
and review current and future Centre activities. In 1993 it expanded to include attention to 
forest, animal and aquatic genetic resources. As there was no separate programme or funding, 
the Centres covered the cost of their participation in the ICWG-GR meetings. When the SGRP 
was created the ICWG-GR was designated as its Steering Committee and began to meet 
annually. Representatives of IFPRI and ISNAR joined the Group in 1994 and IIMI in 1998. 
The SGRP secretariat now serves as the ICWG-GR’s secretariat. The Group now also has a 
budget to cover the SGRP transaction costs (including the ICWG-GR meeting) and to fund 
SGRP activities/projects. The ICWG-GR has a three-person Executive Committee, including a 
chairperson, elected yearly from its members, to preside over its annual meeting, and to deal 
with issues arising between these meetings. 
The ICWG-GR meets annually for about one week to discuss issues of common interest, 
to listen to technical presentations made by members and to allocate its (limited) budget between 
operating (or transaction) costs, public awareness and information materials/publications, and 
activities/research proposed by its members. The meeting is prepared and organized jointly by 
the SGRP Coordinator and ICWG-GR Chairperson and it is chaired by the latter. 
One representative per Centre is nominated as a member of the ICWG-GR by their 
Centre Directors. The cost of attendance of the Centre representative at the ICWG-GR meetings 
is covered by SGRP funds but the Centres are free to send other participants in an observer 
capacity at the Centre’s own expense. The Group is composed mainly of scientists/technical 
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specialists who most often have programme management responsibility within their Centre but 
who may not have the authority, or be given the delegated authority, to commit their Centre to 
proposed strategies/policies or to actions/projects entailing budgetary expenditures. 
The Panel sent two of its members to attend the January 1998 meeting of the ICWG-GR 
and exchanged views with one of the 4th IPGRI EPMR Panel members who attended the 1997 
meeting. The Panel found that the technical discussions taking place at the ICWG-GR meeting 
are substantive, of very high quality, deal with issues of importance to the ICWG-GR members 
and unquestionably contribute to the fi,u-therance of some of the key SGRP objectives and 
strategy elements as described in Sections 4.3 and 4.4 above. The Panel, however, found the 
“housekeeping” part of the meeting, left to the very end when some members had already 
departed, to have benefited from little preparation. For example, the election of the Executive 
Committee and its Chairperson, an important step because the Chairperson represents the SGRP 
in international fora and influences the efficiency of the meeting, seemed largely improvised 
and, as there had apparently been little thought given to who would replace the outgoing 
Executive Committee, members had to be persuaded to accept candidature. The Panel also 
found the discussion of the budget to be essentially pro-forma and the financial information 
provided not entirely clear. 
More importantly, the Panel thinks that, while transparent, the process to select the 
projects to be tided and determine their dollar allocation, could be improved. As mentioned 
earlier in this chapter, broad themes have been defined and there are criteria for ranking the 
proposals. However, not all proposals are submitted prior to, or even during, the meeting which 
means that discussion of the proposals during the meeting is limited and their ranking occurs 
later, by electronic ballot, on the basis of written proposals. As the amount of money available 
to fund projects is limited, and not known for certain at the time of the meeting, it is not entirely 
clear who determines how many projects will be tided and for what amount. 
Recommendation 10: 
The Panel recommends that ICWG-GR improve further the process of selecting 
activities/projects to which it will allocate funds. 
Finally, and even more importantly, while the ICWG-GR has exercised functions 
incumbent to a Steering Committee, such as the definition of the mission, objectives and 
strategy of the SGRP, it was the perception of the Panel that these dealt mainly with the SGRP 
in the narrow sense (the SGRP-funded common activities). The Panel finds that, so far, the 
issues discussed by the ICWG-GR and the projects it endorses or allocates fUnds to, have dealt 
more with issues relating to genetic resources management, methodologies, information 
management or public awareness than with strategic genetic resources issues at the Systemwide 
level. The ICWG-GR has not acted as the Steering Committee of a programme dealing with all 
genetic resources in the CGIAR System nor has it provided the needed strategic vision. Indeed, 
the ICWG-GR members see themselves as an advisory group to the SGRP, not as its Steering 
Committee, and this corresponds to the definition of the ICWG-GR’s role in the MTP: 
“overseeing and advising on programme planning and implementation...“. This is also how the 
ICWG-GR is perceived by the rest of the CGIAR. The above is not meant as a criticism of the 
ICWG-GR or of its members. It is essentially due to (i) the composition of the ICWG-GR 
(scientists/technical specialists with limited or no authority to commit their Centre and 
sometimes with less than full understanding of the CGIAR System as a whole), (ii) the fact that 
the ICWG-GR members, by their own admission, have difficulty in influencing their own 
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Centres on strategies and priorities, and (iii) the fact that genetic resources policy issues are 
discussed/handled elsewhere in the System, by fora with more influence on CGIAR policy and 
on Centre management. 
It is this Panel’s view that, irrespective of how the CGIAR’s genetic resources activities 
are structured in the future, a technical advisory group on genetic resources, of the quality and 
type of the ICWG-GR, is and will continue to be needed, whether formally structured, as at 
present, or informally structured, as it was prior to the creation of the SGRP. It is also this 
Panel’s view, and the view of many of the stakeholders it spoke to, that an effective Genetic 
Resources Steering/Policy/Oversight Committee or Board is needed by the CGIAR in the area 
of genetic resources, even if other committees in the System are eliminated. This is further 
discussed in Chapter 5. 
4.53 SGRP Leadership and Coordination 
As the Convening Centre for the SGRP it is only natural that IPGRI, and its Director 
General, should play a key role in the SGRP. The DG of IPGRI is the designated SGRP 
Programme Leader. Since he is also a member of the Genetic Resources Policy Committee and, 
of course, of the Centre Directors Committee, he is a key informal link between the main 
CGIAR bodies which get involved with genetic resources issues. IPGRI hosts the SGRP 
secretariat and is also the secretariat to the GRPC, so that several IPGRI staff, in addition to their 
DG, are involved in and/or familiar with issues discussed in both fora. The SGRP Coordinator 
is also an IPGRI staff member seconded to the SGRP. 
Despite this potential for an overbearing presence and influence, IPGRI’s role in the 
SGRP has been fairly discrete. Because of the strong rejection of the Stripe Study’s 
recommendations and the Centre Directors’ clear insistence on Centre autonomy, the current 
DG of IPGRI has been very careful in the exercise of his role as SGRP Programme Leader and 
made efforts so that neither he nor IPGRI appear to be driving the SGRP. The same can be said 
of the SGRP Coordinator. This is recognized and appreciated by the ICWG-GR members as 
well as by some of the Centre Directors and it has helped in facilitating the work of the ICWG- 
GR and in ensuring better acceptance of the SGRP. The Panel, however, wonders whether the 
Programme Leader and the Coordinator have carried this approach too far. Cautiousness was 
undoubtedly needed at the beginning of the SGRP, but more open leadership needs to be 
provided to the SGRP. This, in the present structure, can only be the role of its Programme 
Leader with the support of the Coordinator. The guidance and oversight of an effective 
Steering/Policy/Oversight Committee would help alleviate concerns expressed by a number of 
stakeholders about the perceived dominance of IPGRI in the genetic resources arena in the 
CGIAR. The Panel is convinced this evolution is needed if the SGRP, and the CGIAR, are to 
play their full role in genetic resources. 
4.6 Budget and Funding 
At the creation of the SGRP an initial annual budget of US$ 1 million was envisaged 
until 1998. Since 1996 the requested budget allocation has been US$ 1.6 million per annum 
which, according to the 1999-2001 IPGRI Medium Term Plan, TAC and the CGIAR have 
agreed was a reasonable level of funding. Projections for 1999 and beyond are at the same level. 
Since its inception, however, the SGRP has been consistently underfunded, by 31 % (US$ 0.5 
million) in 1998 and by as much as 50% in 1996. Actual expenditures were US$O.87 million in 
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1995 (plus US$ 1.06 million for SINGER); US$O.71 million in 1996 (plus US$O.59 million for 
SINGER); US$ 0.89 million in 1997 and US$ 1 million is projected to be available for 1998. In 
1996 a shortfall of US$ 184,000 between funds available and actual expenditures was covered 
fi-om LpGRl’s core budget. The following year a US$ 51,000 underrun was credited to IPGRI’s 
core budget in partial compensation. 
At the beginning of each year, at its annual meeting, the ICWG-GR reviews the previous 
year’s expenditures and prepares a working budget for the current year, based on the 
secretariat’s best estimate of income for the year. After allocating funds for the 
operating/transaction costs (such as cost of the SGRP secretariat and of the ICWG-GR annual 
meeting), the ICWG-GR allocates funds to the projects/activities it has endorsed through the 
process explained earlier in this Chapter. ‘Table 4.1 shows the budget allocation by major 
categories for 1995 to 1998. The SGRP has been in existence only 4 years and the expenditures 
for the first two years were heavily influenced by the development of the SINGER database 
(55% of expenditures in 1995 and 45% in 1996). It is as yet difficult, therefore, to derive 
significant trends from the figures. Transaction costs, excluding the IPGRI overhead, have 
ranged from US$ 210k to US$ 251k and in percentage terms fi-om 11% to 26%; they seem to 
have stabilized around 25%. When including the IPGRI overhead, total 
administrative/coordination costs ranged from 17% to 37% (USS ‘313k to US$397k) and are on 
an upward trend (one should note, however, that these figures are overstated as about 50% of the 
Coordinator’s time is spent on SGRP project and activities while her salary is entirely charged to 
coordination). Project/activity funding has ranged, correspondingly, from 63% to 83% but is on 
a declining trend (figures here might be somewhat understated as some activities require little or 
no budget expenditure but substantial staff time, for example, from IPGRI staff, as staff from the 
SGRP Convening Centre). 
Table 4.1: SGRP Expenses by Category (1) 
(Thousands of US Dollars) 
(1) 1994 was the start-up of the SGRP and total expenditures in that year were US$ 138,000. 
(2) Actual 
(3) Estimate 
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The Panel notes that the transaction costs of the SGRP per se are not unreasonable but 
when the IPGRI overhead costs are added they become significant (between 17% and 37% of 
total expenditures during the last four years, as mentioned above). The Panel is concerned that 
expenditures on policy research and training/capacity strengthening, two important elements of 
the SGRP’s objectives, have been and still are extremely limited (5% or less of total 
expenditures). The Panel is aware that some stakeholders wonder whether the money spent on 
public awareness is money well spent and whether the SGRP is not sending too many people to 
too many international meetings and conferences, without always clarifying what is expected of 
them and which position they should take on the issues discussed It is difficult to determine 
whether these monies are spent efficiently; the Panel simply notes that these expenditures have 
decreased in absolute and relative terms. The Panel also notes that the understanding and 
appreciation of the CGIAR’s genetic resources activities in international fora has significantly 
increased over the last few years; while this cannot be directly correlated to SGRP public 
awareness and representation expenditures, one can safely assume that this change is at least 
partly due to those expenditures. 
Concerns were expressed to the Panel about the fact that the ICWG-GR members were 
allocating funds which benefit their own Centres and the suggestion was made that the SGRP 
should have an independent scientific council to advise on project/activity funding. Concerns 
were also expressed that IPGRI, as the SGRP Convening Centre and host to its secretariat, 
received more than its share of SGRP funds. The Panel does not share these concerns. The 
monies allocated per project, while not insignificant, are not major. As the Panel already noted, 
improvements can be made in the selection of projects to be funded by sharpening objectives 
and criteria. But the process is transparent and the risk of misallocation is minimal. In the view 
of the Panel, a scientific council would be of limited value in view of the increase in transaction 
costs it would entail. What is needed, as mentioned earlier, is better overall guidance and 
governance which should be provided by the proposed Steering/Policy/Oversight Committee. 
The risk of favouring one Centre over others is substantially decreased by the process adopted 
by the ICWG-GR. Excluding SINGER and the Genebank Operations Review, which should be 
considered as special projects, the portion of SGFW project funding going to IPGRI-proposed 
projects was 10% one year, and between 19% and 24% the other three years (including 
projections for 1998). 
With respect to the persistent underfunding of the SGRP since its inception, and, more 
generally, the difficulty in raising funds for genetic resources activities (e.g., genebanks), the 
Panel notes that: 
Several donors indicated very clearly that their fiduciary responsibility is to the Centres, to 
which they try to provide unrestricted funds, rather than to Systemwide programs; 
Some donors indicated that they were contributing to funding genetic resources activities in 
the CGIAR through their core funding of Centres with genebanks and through their funding 
of IPGRI, where they feel they know what they are getting for their money; 
While the SGRP activities have contributed to a better understanding in the outside world of 
the CGIAR’s contributions to genetic resources, the fact that the SGRP has not funded or at 
minimum has not been perceived to fund strategic activities in the genetic resources area 
gives it less visibility and lower priority within the System; 
Since the CGIAR Centres are competing for funds they tend to put first priority on their 
own needs over those of Systemwide programmes; the Panel notes that the DGs of IPGRI 
and ICRAF indicated that their Board fully expect them to raise funds for both their Centre 
and the Systemwide Programme which they lead; 
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l Donors are reluctant to fund activities of which they do not know the full cost; in this 
respect the lack of a Systemwide strategic plan quantifying the resources needed for the 
CGIAR genebanks to meet the International Genebank Standards has been an impediment; 
so has the lack of a good understanding of the cost of running individual genebanks and of 
maintaining accessions in the different Centres. 
Suggestions and recommendations made in various parts of this report should help 
alleviate this funding problem. The Panel feels that a well integrated, outward-looking, broadly 
based, Systemwide effort in GR, with stronger and more effective linkages with other 
stakeholders, should be more attractive to donors, especially in view of donors’ commitments to 
the CBD. The Panel also wonders if there will be an opportunity to obtain financial assistance 
from the proposed International Fund for Genetic Resources when it becomes operational. 
Moreover, the Panel wondered if sufficient effort had been made to attract funding from outside 
the usual donor sources for agricultural development. 
The Panel noted that there are conflicting views within and outwith the ICWG-GR as 
to whether it should be funding projects/activities. Some feel that these projects are marginal 
and that they would have been funded by the Centres anyway or that the project selection and 
fund allocation process within the ICWG-GR deters from healthy and open discussion of 
issues because some members are under pressure from their management to come back from 
the ICWG-GR annual meeting with some funding in hand. Others feel that this money 
allocation process is a good, educational priority-setting exercise for the ICWG-GR members 
and that SGRP funds are useful seed money which, through leveraging, permit the 
implementation of collaborative projects which otherwise might not have been done. The 
Panel shares the latter view and considers that funding of projects and activities could have 
an even higher impact if it involved partner organizations to a larger extent. 
4.7 Accomplishments 
In view of the relatively short time that the SGRP has been in existence (since 1994) 
achievements and impact are understandably limited. Nevertheless, the SGRP has been 
instrumental in helping the Centres of the CGIAR to reach agreement on common policies on 
genetic resources through improved coordination and discussion. Inter-Centre collaboration has 
improved, though there is still room for further improvement, as is the case in the delays in 
meeting more fully and in a timely fashion all the recommendations of the Review of the 
CGIAR Genebank Operations. However, seed money (though limited in financial terms) 
provided by the SGRP to support inter-Centre projects serves a useful purpose and helps in the 
leverage of extra funds from donors. The development of SINGER (see Section 4.7.2.1) has 
permitted an increased information flow within the CGIAR about the collections held at the 
Centres, has improved the access to such information by its stakeholders, and has stimulated the 
upgrading of documentation of Centres’ collections. SGRP publications and public awareness 
efforts have served to highlight scientific output and to improve public awareness of the 
CGIAR’s important contribution to genetic conservation and utilization. In addition, subsequent 
to the establishment of the 1994 Agreements which placed the Centres’ germplasm collections 
under the aegis of FAO, the SGRP and its Steering Committee, ICWG-GR, have provided a 
forum for informed and enlightened discussion as to how best to operate in the CBD era of 
material transfer agreements (MTAs) and material acquisition agreements (MAAs). One of the 
SGRP’s most significant actions was the commissioning of the CGIAR Genebank Operations 
Review which, inter alia, monitored the effectiveness of the Centres in adhering to the 
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conditions set by the Agreements with FAO and with the international standards set by FAO for 
plant gerrnplasm conservation, and made a number of recommendations about the actions 
required by the Centres to meet such standards. 
4.7.1 Linkages with the Global System/Policy Environment 
The CGIAR provided technical input to the development of the GPA, and its 
accompanying document, the State of the World’s Plant Genetic Resources, through individual 
Centre submissions and through the SGRP. A Report (ICW/97/08) submitted by the SGRP to 
the Seventh Session of the FAO Commission on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and 
Agriculture in May 1997 highlighted the measures taken by the CGIAR to implement the GPA 
for the Conservation and Sustainable Utilization of PGR for Food and Agriculture and also 
provided information on the CGIAR’s activities on forest, animal and aquatic genetic resources. 
The Panel welcomed the increasingly important role played by the CGIAR Centres, through the 
SGRP, in contributing to the development of international policies on genetic resources and in 
helping provide information and expertise in international and regional fora. 
Although the GPA currently focuses on crop genetic resources, forest genetic resources 
are not being neglected, with FAO playing a major role through the FAO Panel of Experts on 
Forest Genetic Resources and the Intergovernmental Panel on Forests of the UN Commission on 
Sustainable Development. The SGRP monitors developments in the forestry sector and 
contributes to the above mentioned bodies, principally through the involvement of CIFOR 
(which deals with whole ecosystems), ICRAF (which deals with agroforestry ecosystems and 
IPGRI (which looks at intraspecific diversity both in situ and ex situ). While all three Centres 
are involved in methodology development and the generation of knowledge and training 
relevant to genetic resources management, only ICRAF actually holds materials ex situ. 
In 1995 FAO launched the Global Programme for the Management of Farm Animal 
Genetic Resources which was designed, implemented and led by the Initiative for Domestic 
Animal Diversity (IDAD). The Programme assists countries develop, implement and maintain 
sound management strategies for their animal genetic resources, including the maintenance of 
genetic biodiversity and the development of an information system, the Domestic Animal 
Diversity Information System (DAD-IS). FAO continues to take the lead in developing and 
coordinating global strategy in this area. So far the SGRP and the CGIAR have only played a 
modest role in animal genetic diversity; ILRI in its overall programme and ICARDA in a 
programme on small ruminants. However, the FAO Intergovernmental Technical Working 
Group on Animal Genetic Resources (ITWG-AnGR), with 25 member countries, is 
scheduled to hold its first meeting in Rome on 8-10 September 1998, and ten CGIAR Centres 
have been invited to attend. The task of this working group is to pursue further the 
development and implementation of the Global Strategy for Farm Animal Genetic Resources. 
The CGIAR, through its broad technical expertise and the distribution of its Centres 
throughout most regions of the world, and its excellent infrastructure, could make 
contributions, particularly in research for characterizing and managing AnGR, 
cryopreservation storage of AnGR, public awareness, training and information system 
development. The SGRP could play a part in helping to coordinate collaborative activities in 
AnGR. Moreover, at a time when there is a need for better integrated research and.capacity 
strengthening at the plant-animal interface, it seems to the Panel that there is a strong case for 
the location at IPGRI of a specialist in AnGR so as to strengthen further the on-going efforts 
between FAO and the CGIAR on Systemwide and international cooperation and coordination 
in AnGR. 
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Recommendation 11: 
The Panel recommends the location at the SGRP Seretariat of a specialist in animal 
genetic resources so as to strengthen further the ongoing efforts between FAO and 
the CGIAR on Systemwide and international cooperation and coordination in 
animal genetic resources. 
At present there is no global initiative for aquatic genetic resources. However, a number 
of UN-affiliated bodies and other international organizations, such as IUCN, and including 
ICLARM, are making inputs to the work of the SBSTTA and COP, by examining the 
implementation of the CBD as it relates to marine, coastal and inland aquatic genetic resources. 
ICLARM plays a leading role in monitoring these developments on behalf of the SGRP and 
there is good collaboration between FAO and ICLARM. ICLARM has a Biodiversity and 
Genetic Resources Programme (BGRP) in which it pursues strategic research on fish 
biodiversity and genetic resources and is a member coordinator of the International Network on 
Genetics in Aquaculture (INGA). It maintains a collection of Nile Tilapia for research purposes. 
FAO’s main contribution is at a higher policy level and it benefits from ICLARM’s work on data 
analysis, population assessment and monitoring and improvement programmes. Moreover, 
ICLARM has established “International Networks for Genetics in Aquaculture” with country 
level scientists/fish resource managers, and FAO uses these networks as platforms for 
information exchange on policies and experiences. A joint FAO/ICLARM Conference 
“Towards Policies for Conservation and Sustainable Use of Aquatic Genetic Resources” was 
held in 1998. It is recognized that aquatic genetic resources conservation cannot be centralized, 
by way of ex situ genebanking, to the same extent that has been feasible for crops. It has to be 
more decentralized and that brings to focus the critical role for, and mandate of, the national 
programmes since it is their governments who are signatories to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity, with consequent rights and obligations. ICLARM’s comparative advantage as an 
international centre with scientific and technical expertise gives it an opportunity to play a 
complementary strategic role in conservation activity and to work in partnerships with NARS in 
networking arrangements. 
The question of so-called “minor” or “under-utilized” crops and the CGIAR’s attitude 
to, and role in, the conservation and utilization of such crops has recently been reviewed in a 
draft paper of the Genetic Resources Policy Committee entitled “CGIAR Contributions 
Toward Minor and Under-utilized Species: A Policy Perspective”. The definition of “minor” 
or “under-utilised” causes difficulties, and in the draft paper it is taken to cover crops for 
which the Centres do not have an explicit mandate from the CGIAR, with emphatic 
recognition that such crops play critically important roles in local and regional food security 
safety nets. Perhaps a more apt description of such crops would be “under-utilized in an 
institutional sense”, as many of them are utilized by the world’s farmers and consumers. To 
avoid ambiguity, the crops are referred to here as “minor”. 
As part of their evolutionary history, several Centres have established collections of 
minor crops and IPGRI, and its predecessor IBPGR, have been involved in the collection of 
minor crops for both CGIAR and non-CGIAR institutions, including NARS. These 
collections were documented in the Report of the External Review of the CGIAR Genebank 
Operations. The minor crops (ca. 45,000 accessions) total 7.5% of the overall CGIAR 
holdings, and if calculated on food crop accessions alone the percentage would be 
considerably higher and probably exceed 10%. Accurate figures are not available for the “in 
trust” designation of minor crops, nor for the degree of safety duplication of such crops. 
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Nevertheless, it should be recognized that the CGIAR is playing a useful role in conserving 
minor crop diversity (strengthened by the efforts on non-CGIAR international centres such as 
AVRDC with some 2,000 accessions of lesser-known vegetable crops). The significance of 
conservation collections of minor crops outside the CGIAR Centres should not be 
underestimated, but access to information on such collections is difficult. 
At a time of reducing financial support, CGIAR Centres are inevitably faced with the 
dilemma of knowing whether to put more emphasis on minor crops or to focus on solving the 
problems they must tackle in bringing their “in trust” collections of mandate crops up to 
International Standards. Additional responsibility through an increase in their collections of 
minor crops has little appeal, although a number of Centres are prepared to provide services 
by storing minor crops ex situ collections for others. 
In view of the holistic approach that is required in Systemwide efforts to alleviate 
poverty and ensure sustainable development, minor crops and semi-domesticated species 
assume an importance that is difficult to quantify. The Panel suggests, therefore, that where 
a Centre and its partners are able to identify key species of minor crops in their natural 
resources management programmes, Centres should be encouraged to develop working 
collections which should also be conserved, where possible, under long-term storage 
conditions. 
Although no explicit attempt has been made by the CGIAR Centres to build and 
maintain microbial genetic resources for their research work, several Centres hold collections 
of beneficial micro-organisms. One of the recommendations of the Review of the Genebank 
Operations was that “Those Centres that hold beneficial bacterial/fungal collections should 
declare that these collections are held “in trust” and arrange for their duplication off-site. 
Such collections should be catalogued and data on them added to SINGER”. As part of this 
process, a (CGIAR) Systemwide Microbial Genetic Resources database, which focuses on 
Rhizobium genetic resources maintained by CGIAR Centres, has been developed through an 
SGRP collaborative activity led by ICARDA. As a follow-up to this project, the SGRP is 
supporting in 1998 the preparation of a discussion document on the status and future of N- 
fixing organisms held at the CGIAR Centres. The Panel welcomed this study, which should 
enable the CGIAR Centres to decide their priorities for the collection and conservation of 
microbial genetic resources at the Centres. 
Recommendation 12: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP allocate resources and efforts in a balanced 
fashion to accommodate the various commodity groups, i.e., plants, trees, animals, 
aquatic species and micro-organisms, so as to meet the requirements of 
comprehensive coverage of genetic resources in the context of the CBD. 
4.7.2 Information Management 
4.7.2.1 SINGER 
Efforts to establish the Systemwide Information Network for Genetic Resources 
(SINGER) began in 1994 immediately following the creation of the SGRP and as a consequence 
of the Stripe Study’s recommendation for the “development of a standardized information 
system and database” for the genetic resources of the CGIAR. 
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The main objective of SINGER was “to provide access to the majority of the CGIAR’s 
existing basic genetic resources data, both standardized and non-standardized, through various 
means, including the Internet, CD-ROM and diskette, by all collaborators by 1997”. This basic 
objective has been achieved and SINGER now offers a single point of entry to all CGIAR’s 
PGR collections. In addition, the process of developing SINGER undoubtedly led to improved 
collaboration both within individual Centres and across Centres, and it motivated CGIAR 
Centres to provide ready access to their genebank data. It also led to an improvement in the 
standardization, comparability and quality of the data made available. In addition, out of a total 
developmental cost of US$ 1.77 million, US$ 581,000 were provided to upgrade the hardware 
and software of 13 CGIAR Centres and to cover the costs of data work and training. Apart from 
WARDA, which has data formatting difficulties, all Centres have successfully replicated data 
into SINGER. Completing and updating datasets is ongoing at all Centres. 
It is to the credit of those associated with the development of SINGER that by June 1997 
a Final Development Report was available. Moreover, an Internet-based (World Wide Web 
Interface) data access method had been developed which links data at each of the Centres 
together in a wide-area distributed database. For those without access to the Internet a 
CD-ROM and diskettes have also been produced to allow searching for and reporting of 
SINGER data. 
The creation of SINGER is indeed an acknowledged SGRP achievement and satisfies a 
true need. It is, however, now generally considered as a first step. Potential users, particularly 
among developing country NARS, have commented on the inaccessibility of information on 
genetic resources held by the CGIAR Centres. Actual users, who stem mostly from the Centres 
themselves and from public and private bodies in industrialised countries, have also commented 
on the need to improve SINGER in several areas and on the opportunities it gives the SGRP for 
further significant contribution: 
The SGRP could help define the requirements which systems like SINGER should meet, 
from the users’ perspective, as opposed to simply putting the data together and getting the 
system running; 
Among the first requirements is a user-friendly interface which would give a better 
overview of SINGER’s content and would allow easier querying specifically geared to 
genetic resources data; the concept of such an interface could then be used by other, non- 
CGIAR, genetic resources databases; 
The SGRP should also be involved in the development of international standards for PGR 
data exchange; 
Off-line access and support needs to be considered and assurance given to users that their 
queries will be answered within a reasonable timeframe and not be entirely dependent on 
the availability or non-availability of a given genebank manager; 
The SGRP should collaborate more closely with other systems and initiatives such as 
GRIN, European Platform on PGR Information, or those being developed by some of the 
more technically advanced and better financed NARS; this would help alleviate some of the 
potential problems in information interchange between NARS and the IARCs due to the 
lack of compatibility with SINGER; 
Finally the SGRP should find ways to improve the quality (completeness, reliability, 
relevance) of the data in SINGER; at present the quality varies between Centres and the 
data seems to be mostly limited to passport data. It is unclear as to what extent breeders in 
CG Centres try to incorporate their data in SINGER and to what extent they consider this a 
priority. 
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The Panel was encouraged to note that, with ICWG-GR endorsement, funds have now 
been secured for the second phase of SINGER and a project leader has been appointed. The 
objectives of SINGER II include increasing user-responsiveness, user-friendliness, awareness of 
SINGER and improving its use, particularly in developing countries. Attempts will be made to 
expand SINGER to include additional data such as geographical, molecular and performance 
data, and to link it to other databases in the CGIAR, e.g., ICIS (see below). Moreover, it is 
proposed to extend the coverage of SINGER to link with databases outside the CGIAR, such as 
FAO’s World Information Early Warning System (WIEWS), which will involve pilot activities 
developed after exploration with national, regional and international partners and will help 
contribute to the development of a comprehensive global genetic resources information system. 
The Panel was pleased to note the steps being taken by the SGRP to help develop, 
promote and make accessible databases on genetic resources in a global context, and recognized 
the important role (as apparently does the ICWG-GR and SGRP) of key organisations such as 
FAO and the Secretariat of the CBD in fulfilling these aims. The SGRP is well placed to play 
an important catalytic role in bringing together partners and stakeholders so as to harmonise the 
different systems that are currently in operation across the globe and to help create ready, cheap 
and easy access to information on genetic resources globally. In taking these steps, it is 
important to ensure that databases for livestock, aquatic and microbial genetic resources are not 
neglected. The FISHBASE and REEFBASE databases developed at ICLARM and the ILRI 
Domestic Animal Genetic Resources Information Database reveal that a good start has been 
made with aquatic and livestock resources. 
Recommendation 13: 
The Panel recommends that SINGER be made more user-friendly and user- 
responsive to a wider range of stakeholders. 
4.7.2.2 Documentation of Indigenous Knowledge 
Indigenous knowledge has attracted increased attention in recent years by both the 
communities that possess it and the private sector which is desirous of accessing and utilizing 
it for exploiting its potential for the production of proprietary products. 
It is justifiably argued that landraces were developed over centuries by local 
communities from the wild forms occurring in nature by recombination and selection based 
on knowledge about their properties. These landraces and genetic stocks have formed the 
basis of modem plant breeding. These genetic resources, which are also central to success of 
biotechnology, have been developed and conserved by indigenous people, especially women, 
through innovative approaches and handling procedures analogous to experimentation of 
modem scientific work. The point is forcefully made and accepted in many quarters that: 
1. The contribution of indigenous communities in GR conservation should be compensated 
through a share of profit made on proprietary products made from the use of this basic 
resource, and 
2. The indigenous knowledge should be documented and recognized as being on par with 
more formal knowledge. 
Although the Panel does not feel competent to comment on item 1, it recognizes that the 
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documentation of indigenous knowledge in a database such as SINGER would be worthwhile. 
However, free, ready and open access to such information might not be favoured by those who 
supply it and special arrangements might have to be made to protect their interests. 
Recommendation 14: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP arrange adequate control on the 
information in SINGER, which is supplied by indigenous people, in order to better 
protect their interests. 
4.7.2.3 ICIS 
The International Crop Information System (ICIS) is a database system for the 
management and integration of global information on genetic resources, crop improvement and 
crop management. Separate implementations can be created for individual crops, groups of 
crops or crops common to a set of farming systems. One of ICI% strengths is to create a bridge 
from genebank to utilization of genetic resources. 
Funds are currently being sought to develop ICIS (USS 1,653,OOO over a three year 
period). The SGRP has strongly endorsed ICIS activities and has raised US$ 67,000 in 1998, 
earmarked to ICIS development. CIMMYT is the lead Centre, with IRRI, CIAT, CIP, 
ICARDA, ICRISAT, IITA, IPGRI .and WARDA as collaborating Centres and ICRAF and 
IFPRI as associate institutions. Partner institutions among NARS include the Chinese National 
Rice Research Institute; the Indian National Breeding Programmes; Directorate of Wheat 
Research, India; and the Mexican Wheat, Maize and Bean Programmes. ARI institutions 
include the University of Queensland, Australia; the Integrated Information Management 
Laboratory of Texas Agricultural Experiment Station; and GrainGenes and RiceGenes. 
As already indicated, there is liaison between SINGER and ICIS, so. that germplasm 
characterization and utilization data should become accessible through SINGER across all crops 
with an ICIS implementation. Additionally, links to crop genome databases such as 
GreenGenes and RiceGenes should allow data to be combined with outputs of molecular genetic 
research. 
This ambitious project undoubtedly has great potential, though at this stage the Panel is 
unable to comment on likely costs and outputs from the project; comments made by some 
members of the ICWG-GR revealed some doubts about the degree of user-friendliness. While 
recognising that modifications are needed for different crops, there is clearly commitment by the 
Centres to develop ICIS to meet their own criteria. CIMMYT, as the instigator of this work, has 
made considerable progress with wheat, while IRRI is on course to provide genealogical data for 
rice by the end of 1998 and performance data in 1999. CIP is currently developing its 
genealogical data for potato and sweetpotato, ICARDA is reorganizing its data for barley and 
lentils, IITA is at present concentrating on cowpea and CIAT on Phaseok beans. 
The benefits anticipated by the developers of ICIS include: 
l Stronger national programmes as a result of easier access to the results of crop improvement 
and agronomic research undertaken by the CGIAR Centres and partners; and 
l The ability to handle many types of information - ranging from molecular markers to results 
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from farmer’s evaluation - thus enabling users to integrate more effectively information 
relating to biotechnology, genetic resources, crop improvement, and natural resource 
management. 
4.7.3 Gender 
The relevance of incorporating gender issues into policies and practices relating to 
biodiversity conservation has been recognized only recently. Gender provides a useful 
framework for analyzing and evaluating the respective roles and activities of women and 
men. The CGIAR has made a contribution to enhancing awareness about women playing a 
very important role in agriculture generally, and in the local management of natural resources 
in particular. Several CGIAR Centres have been partners in executing gender projects with 
collaborating national institutions. For example, CIAT is currently coordinating the 
Systemwide Programme on Participatory Research and Gender Analysis for Technology 
Development and Institutional Innovation. As part of this programme there is an e-mail 
operated Network on Participatory Breeding. This project has led to the conclusion that 
participatory breeding provides a range of options and approaches through which materials 
and technologies of high adoption rates can be generated. The project also provides 
opportunities for involving users more closely in varietal development, seed production and 
conservation. CIP cooperates with the Wageningen Agricultural University (WAU) in the 
collaborative network “Users’ Perspective with Agricultural Research and Development 
(UPWARD)” which incorporates gender analysis in a broader user/use perspective. Many of 
the UPWARD projects deal with aspects of biodiversity conservation and use. IPGRI’s 
programme on in situ conservation, which has projects operating in a number of countries, 
likewise involves a gender component. Also, all CGIAR projects must state explicitly what 
impact they will have on women. However, the SGRP has, as yet, no actual research, of 
either diagnostic or action-oriented nature, in the field of gender and biodiversity even though 
Systemwide programmes lend themselves very well to more comparative perspectives. 
As stated in Chapter 1, there is a lack of knowledge about gender analysis in 
biodiversity conservation and use. The conclusions as they appear in literature usually do not 
have a solid research base for either analysis or action. Therefore, the opportunities that lend 
themselves to SGRPKGIAR include: 
l Developing methodologies for participatory research on biodiversity conservation and 
use in the gender domain; 
l Networking of the CGIAR System with other institutes to develop criteria for 
conservation with respect to post-production phase - often a woman’s domain; 
0 Improving the linkage and integration of social science and technology oriented 
disciplines which affect GR conservation; 
l Establishing a link with Systemwide endeavours that use new methodologies for 
incorporating gender issues. The SGRP is reportedly in dialogue with SWP/PRGA 
network in this regard; 
l Scaling-up, at the local level, specific studies of Systemwide relevance. A CGIAR 
Systemwide approach can lead to the incorporation of gender issues in different projects 
of similar design conducted on a wider scale; 
l Institutionalizing innovative approaches that have proven success. 
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Recommendation 15: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP programme agenda include diagnostic and 
participatory research in the field of gender and biodiversity. 
‘4.7.4 Training and Capacity Strengthening 
Although human resource development and capacity mobilization is one of the key 
themes of its planned activities at multi-Centre level, no specific SGRP funds have as yet been 
used for projects or activities in this area. The Panel notes that the SGRP developed elements of 
a training strategy in 1996 and welcomes the recent ISNAR/SGRP proposal for ISNAR to 
undertake an audit of the Centre training resources, which will be followed by the development 
of a new course on management of genetic resources, including that of human resources, 
institutional development and institutional coordination and linkages. While training and 
capacity strengthening activities are undertaken at Centre-level, more will need to be done in this 
area by the SGRP if it is to satisfy its own objectives. The Panel notes that the GPA calls for 
training courses to be developed in close cooperation with regional networks and national 
programmes. Synergistic benefits can thus be obtained from Systemwide involvement in this 
activity when combined with efforts to implement other activities in the GPA concerned with 
strengthening national programmes and regional and crop networks. The Panel understands that 
training and capacity strengthening is scheduled to be one of the discussion themes at the next 
annual meeting of the ICWG-GR. 
4.7.5 Other SGRP-Funded Projects 
Apart from the activities mentioned above, the SGRP has funded or endorsed a number 
of collaborative projects. Appendix IV lists all activities and projects which received full or 
partial fi.mding from the SGRP with their Lead Centre and their level of actual funding. Some of 
these projects, e.g., SINGER, Review of Genebank Operations, were discussed earlier in this 
chapter. The Panel did not examine the other projects in detail nor did it try to determine their 
impact. While these projects are, as already mentioned, more technical than strategic in nature, 
the Panel is satisfied that they are appropriate, that they promote inter-Centre collaborative 
activities and that they are relevant to the SGRP objectives. Table 4.1 shows the absolute and 
relative distribution of SGRP funds between the various SGRP defined activity themes. Policy 
Research and Capacity Building received very little funds (5% or less, combined). Information 
Management (mainly SINGER, but also ICIS and the microbial database) received the largest 
portion, between 21% and 55% depending on the year. The remainder of SGRP project/activity 
tinding went to Genetic Resources Management (between 14% and 31%) and Public 
Awareness and Representation (between 4% and 9% combined). 
Recommendation 16: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP devote more of its resources to fund 
activities in the areas of genetic resources policy research and capacity 
strengthening. 
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4.8 Constraints and Major Issues Facing the SGRP 
There is considerable variation in terms of commitment to, and involvement in SGRP 
matters by DGs and Centre staff. This variation occurs for several different reasons, including: 
l A perceived competition between the SGRP and a Centre’s own activities and’fiurding 
sources (Centre autonomy was seen to conflict with a Systemwide approach); 
l An unrealistic expectation, at some Centres, of SGRP as a funding source; 
l A poor appreciation of System-level needs and of the benefits of a Systemwide approach, 
including a poor understanding of how the SGRP operates and what it does (some Centres 
have taken, or are about to take positive steps to improve their scientists’ understanding of 
the SGRP); 
0 The wide diversity that exists among Centres in relation to genetic resources work; 
l The limitations within the ICWG-GR in its ability and authority to make strategic decisions 
that impinge on a Centre’s own strategy, priorities, resources and management, already 
highlighted by the IPGRI’s 4th EPMR. 
Issues confronting the SGRP fall broadly into two groups, the first concerned mainly 
with its internal environment and the second with its external environment. Internally SGRP 
aims to provide a coherent, efficient and effective CGIAR contribution to genetic resources and 
biodiversity management, whereas externally it is concerned with the CGIAR’s role, 
responsibilities, activities and funding within the emerging global system for genetic resources 
and biodiversity management. 
At the internal level the SGRP is faced with the need for the CGIAR Centres to move 
away fi-om a history of autonomy and independent management to a Systemwide culture with its 
attendant structures and partners and a changing philosophy that recognizes the value of working 
together to reach common goals. There still seems to exist a perception among many people 
that, despite the creation of a number of Systemwide Programmes and Initiatives, there is an 
uncertainty about the commitment of individual Centres to Systemwide activities. An effective 
Systemwide Programme for Genetic Resources requires an active participation of relevant 
Centres, the involvement of more Centre staff who are not directly connected with membership 
of the ICWG-GR so as to produce an interdisciplinary culture, an appropriate distribution of 
effort on crop, forage, livestock, aquatic and forest genetic resources, and a fertile working 
relationship with NARS/NGOs/networks/global programmes. Genetic resources management 
and biodiversity are central to the CGIAR’s mission of poverty alleviation, sustainable food 
security and environmental protection. Some Centres seem to be finding it difficult to come to 
terms with the recognition that while their germplasm collections are central to their genetic 
improvement and breeding programmes, their responsibilities as “in trust” holders of these 
collections also places upon them the need to ensure that such collections are maintained under 
international standards, costly and difficult though this may be. Moreover, on the scientific front 
Centres are increasingly faced with rapidly changing biotechnology and concomitant biosafety 
requirements. The germplasm collections that are held “in trust” by the Centres are repositories 
of potentially useful genes and the Centres could play a pivotal role in genetic resources studies, 
but to do so effectively there is a need for Centres to be part of a well coordinated, well focused 
effort at an international level. Successful coordination will be essential to ensure success and 
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the SGRP could play an important role. Adequate and sustainable funding holds the key to 
efficient and effective genetic resources management in the CGIAR, and there is a real need to 
identify and source extra funding which will not compete with Centre-own resources, as there 
seems to be little likelihood of Centres diverting current, scarce funding from other projects to 
those concerned with genetic resources. Unless such funding is increased and sustained, the 
Programme will inevitably be limited to playing mainly a catalytic role as, for example, in the 
case of providing seed money to initiate an inter-Centre project between CIFOR and IPGRI on 
in situ conservation of forest genetic resources in Asia. 
On the international fi-ont (external environment), it is evident that the SGRP and 
ICWG-GR want to contribute at a global level and are keen to find ways and means of 
supporting political and institutional developments such as the recognition of the International 
Undertaking on PGRFA, developing the work programmes of the GPA, and influencing the 
effect of global developments on genetic resources on the CGIAR. Inevitably, involvement at 
this level necessitates closer interaction with partners such as NARS and NGOs in support of 
national, regional and international programmes. Despite the contributions that have been made 
there is still a need for an even greater involvement of the CGIAR in international fora if the 
CGIAR is to protect and advance the interests and goals that it shares with its partners. 
Policy issues, such as those relating to ethics, Intellectual Property Rights, the 
enforcement of MTAs and MAAs and arrangement of procedures for handling designated 
material and pre-1994 germplasm, will inevitably have an important bearing on the actions of 
the SGRP, as will international developments with respect to livestock, forest and aquatic 
species and microbial organisms. To date the CGIAR Genetic Resources Policy Committee 
(GRPC) has played a leading role on policy issues, though there have also been contributions 
from the ICWG-GR. Currently the SGRP Programme Leader, Dr Geoff Hawtin, serves as 
Secretary to the GRPC, thereby providing a link between GRPC and ICWG-GR. However, it 
seems to the Panel that a more efficient system would be to allow the ICWG-GR to revert to a 
technical committee role (as it had been prior to the formation of the SGRP) and to create a 
Steering Committee with the capability of overseeing the SGRP, as well as providing policy 
advice on genetic resources to the CGIAR. 
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CHAPTER 5 - OPPORTUNITIES AND OPTIONS 
5.1 CGIAR Mission 
The original mission of the CGIAR was to increase agricultural production. This was 
achieved by developing high yielding varieties of major food crops responding to higher 
levels of fertilizers and improved agricultural practices, often referred to as “green revolution 
technology”. The successes are well known and have set high standards and a high level of 
expectation that the CGIAR has to meet. However, in the course of time the external 
environment of the CGIAR has drastically changed, as has the CGIAR’s attitude and 
response to natural resources management. Many countries have strengthened their national 
research capacity, which has led to a requirement for a reorientation of CGIAR - NARS 
relationships and increased variation in the technology requirements of NARS. The econo- 
mic/political environment surrounding genetic resources has changed dramatically, as 
described in Chapter 2, and there also have been changes in the development agendas. In the 
past decade increases in food production have been stagnating and immediate solutions 
appear to be elusive. Biotechnological changes, and increasing privatization of research, 
notably plant breeding, affect the role the CGIAR can or must play. Additionally, donors are 
expecting from the CGIAR contributions that satisfy broad agricultural development 
objectives rather than specific improvements in particular technologies. All this is reflected 
in the present mission of the CGIAR: to contribute through research to sustainable 
agricultural food security, poverty alleviation and natural resource management. 
The present Panel, considering its terms of reference, limits its comments to genetic 
resources issues. However, many of the following observations and comments may also have 
more general relevance to the CGIAR. As this review proceeded, the Panel was faced with 
the difficulty of deciding what standard to use to measure the success of the SGRP. The 
Panel considers that the CGIAR is in danger of assuming roles or raising expectations that it 
cannot reasonably fulfil or satisfy, and which even give cause for concern to some 
stakeholders. There is an urgent need for the CGIAR to clearly position itself in GR in the 
global context. It should do so in the light of a realistic analysis of its comparative 
advantages, stating clearly what it does or even more importantly what it will not do. The 
Panel did not consider it opportune to give specific recommendations but suggests that the 
CGIAR should initiate a debate on these issues, involving major stakeholders both within and 
outside the CGIAR. 
However, the Panel contributes some views and observations which it considers 
relevant for a debate on GR within the CGIAR. Central to its observations are two state- 
ments: 
a The statement of the 1994 Stripe Study that the CGIAR needs to “leap from its paradigm 
of individual voices at autonomous centres to a fully coordinated policy on genetic 
resources management across the System”. 
0 The future, and possibly even long term survival of the CGIAR will depend on the extent 
to which Centres are able, and more importantly willing, to cooperate/collaborate with 
others , not only within but especially outside the System. 
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5.2 Positioning the CGIAR in Genetic Resources 
The CGIAR provides a network of international Centres, regionally distributed within 
major centres of genetic diversity and important agricultural production environments in 
developing countries, well equipped and with qualified staff, operationally flexible, criticised 
but yet having credibility among NARS and donors. The CGIAR deals with most of the 
major food crops. The genetic resources of these crops have all spread out from their original 
centres of origin to a regional and often global distribution. Distribution across national and 
even regional boundaries also applies to GR and thus leads to mutual interdependence 
between countries and shared interests are increasingly recognized by national policy makers. 
The Panel expects that this trend will continue. Provided the CGIAR responds in an adequate 
and forward looking manner to dynamic changes in the policy and institutional environment, 
it can become a yet more effective leading player in supporting international cooperation in 
GR conservation and use while still adhering to its main mission. This would have 
consequences for programme management of the Centres and they would have to further 
develop their outward orientation. This implies more effective participation in regional and 
international GR networks and more help in coordinating them, by joint decision making and 
by serving NARS by providing and collecting information and training. 
While the Panel recognizes the wide array of networks in which the Centres 
participate, it thought that insufficient attention has been given to assessing the different 
networks in terms of successes and failures, so that lessons from such a study could serve to 
strengthen the Systemwide programme on GR. 
Recommendation 17: 
The Panel recommends that an assessment be made of the scope and effectiveness 
of genetic resources conservation networks in which the CGIAR Centres 
participate. 
The way in which the CGIAR will respond and its effectiveness in seizing 
opportunities would seem to depend largely on the ability of the SGRP to act as a fully 
coordinated programme in GR and on the strengths and quality of its leadership. According 
to the Panel, the present SGRP, despite its achievements, falls short of the various 
requirements mentioned elsewhere in this Report and it needs to be strengthened. 
5.3 Defining Genetic Resources in the Context of SGRP 
The Systemwide Programme on Genetic Resources, was established in 1994 to pull 
together the varied expertise and capacity within the CGIAR into a coherent and recognizable 
contribution to conservation of biodiversity on a global scale. It represents the realization 
that the goals of the CGIAR in this area cannot be achieved by individual Centres acting 
alone and that participating Centres have responsibilities beyond their individual mandates. 
According to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC 1997)‘, the CGIAR looks at 
biodiversity from two basic standpoints: 
’ CGIAR Priorities and Strategies for Resource Allocation During 1998-2000, 
SDR/TAC:IAIU96/6.2. 
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1. The genetic diversity of species and sub-species, which is of direct importance for 
collecting genetic resources of the CGIAR mandate crops and animals. 
2. The biodiversity of natural complex ecosystems, which are of direct importance for 
managing higher yielding sustainable production systems in forestry, fisheries, and have 
implications for life systems. 
In addition SGRP in partnership with IPGRI, has developed a major role in policy 
aspects related to genetic resources. This represents a broad range of activity areas to be 
covered by SGRP, as is also clear from the preceding Chapters. The Panel decided that it 
was not necessary to demarcate the boundaries of SGRP’s involvement in GR activity, 
because there is a continuum from in situ to ex situ conservation and from surveying to 
collection, characterisation, documentation, rejuvenation, evaluation to pre-breeding. Many 
will also see justification in extending the link from pre-breeding to genetic conservation 
through use. On-farm crop improvement and participatory breeding can represent a natural 
transition from ex situ to in situ. Deciding on what is and what is not appropriate for SGRP 
requires flexibility and common sense. A major problem, especially at times of reduced 
funding, is how to ensure a focus on long term conservation since there is a natural tendency 
to give higher priority to activities that yield shorter term results. 
5.4 Stakeholders’ Views on the Role of the CGIAR in Plant Genetic Resources 
At regional meetings on the implementation of the GPA organized by FAO, 
representatives of NARS were requested to comment on the possible role of the CGIAR in 
crop genetic resources conservation. Some participants stated that, for the time being at least, 
many national programmes appear unwilling to entrust long-term conservation to others, even 
with legal guarantees to access. However, some serious doubts were expressed about the 
sustainability of many national collections and there seemed to be general agreement that the 
CGIAR system is likely to remain of utmost importance for global conservation. Some 
regularly expressed additional views were that the CGIAR: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
has a major role in promoting implementation of the GPA, directly and through 
support programmes and regional platforms in close cooperation with FAO; 
should prepare its collections to be a “backbone” of a global network and SINGER to 
be a model for this network’s information system, anticipating a multilateral 
agreement on ownership and access to collections of major food crops; 
should further promote measures and methodologies to enhance the availability and 
usefulness of collections and explore the need for different management strategies for 
conservation and use; 
should further develop capacity to support and execute collaborative projects between 
Centres and other partners in activities such as: 
l restoration of germplasm, 
0 training, 
0 support to national information systems; 
should further actively promote networks to integrate and guide GR activities. 
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There is growing awareness that, certainly with regard to GR of major food crops 
with a wide distribution, there exists a high level of mutual interdependency between coun- 
tries in access and conservation. The credibility of the CGIAR, especially in the area of GR, 
with most NARS representatives, and the obvious need and wish of the latter for international 
cooperation, provides a unique opportunity for the CGIAR to achieve long term relevance in 
this area. 
5.5 Future Demands on the CGIAR 
To meet expectations and demands of NARS in the implementation of the GPA 
requires, in the opinion of this Panel, a strong, cohesive and outward looking SGRP. The 
CGIAR may have reached a watershed and decisions made now may have important long 
term consequences. Based on the present Review, the Panel proposes some changes and 
improvements in a number of areas. 
5.5.1 Policy 
The SGRP has been highly effective in representing the CGIAR in the various fora 
dealing with GR, including the Biodiversity Convention and debate in the FAO Commission 
on Genetic Resources through its Programme Leader and other members. The SGRP has 
also been represented in the debate on issues of ownership and intellectual property. This 
involvement started almost ad hoc but has now become a major contribution. The 
recommendation of the Panel is that SGRP should continue to monitor policy developments 
and analyse their consequences for the (rural) poor, and economically weak smaller 
developing countries, and bring the requirements of these stakeholders to the attention of 
negotiating parties. The Panel welcomes the appointment of a part time staff member to 
strengthen IPGRI’s capacity in the policy area. The Panel would suggest, however, that 
SGRP/IPGRl capacity in policy analysis be further strengthened to help developing countries 
in designing appropriate legislation and that overall, genetic resources policies be given more 
attention in Centres’ policy research. 
5.5.2 Conservation 
The CGIAR has a well established role, notably in the conservation of its mandated 
crop, as stated in Chapter 1. The GPA of the FAO suggests the need for joint action on a 
global scale to ensure overall conservation objectives. Many, if not most, NARS 
representatives participating in regional meetings on the GPA indicated the expectation that 
the Centres of the CGIAR would play a major role in the implementation of the Plan. So far, 
Centres have full autonomy over their GR programmes, which has led to differences between 
Centres in objectives, size, coverage, ease of access and usefulness of collections. In fact, it 
is the impression of this Panel that most collections in the CGIAR could be classified as 
extensive working collections and only a few have a stated objective of covering the 
conservation of a total genepool. All Centres are now addressing the recommendations of the 
Genebank Operations Review. A role for the CGIAR in the implementation of the GPA 
could mean a need for common policies and collection strategies, implemented in 
coordinated international crop networks with the objective of ensuring an adequate coverage 
of target genepools. Whatever the CGIAR decides to do, its objectives should be stated 
clearly to avoid misunderstanding and unrealistic expectations and claims. According to this 
Panel, considering the present economic and politic environment, Centres should establish, or 
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participate in, coordinated collection and conservation programmes using the crop network 
model with its benefits for sharing efforts, expertise, technologies and costs. 
The Systemwide ecoregional approach, when applied to GR, could suggest the 
expansion of Centre genebank programmes to include expertise and coordinating capacity for 
broad agrobiodiversity programmes, including an involvement in the sustainable management 
of livestock, forest and aquatic genetic resources. The Centre genebank would not need to 
be involved in collections beyond its mandated crops, but would promote networks with other 
organizations (NARS, Universities) in the region to survey and inventorize relevant 
biodiversity, monitor and provide technical and research support in conservation of the total 
crop-complex characteristic for the region. 
5.53 Utilization 
The Centre collections are mainly used by conventional plant breeding programmes 
of the Centres, and of NARS. This service function is well established and will continue to 
be the major activity within SGRP, even if affected by rules and regulations under discussion, 
as reviewed in Chapter 2. 
It is expected that Centres will increasingly concentrate their efforts on population 
enhancement in support of national breeding programmes at the expense of breeding finished 
varieties. However, it has become apparent that the successful adoption rate of modem 
improved varieties tends to be limited to the areas of higher production potential. New 
developments are taking place which are directed at the more marginal production 
environments and, apart from production, include other aspects of the food system such as 
processing, storage behaviour and nutrition. These initiatives involve decentralised 
approaches by farmers in participatory plant breeding. The aim is to reach farmers that have 
so far not benefited from institutional plant breeding. These are the same farmer- 
communities that still are major holders and suppliers of genetic diversity in the form of 
landraces to formal genebanks but who so far get little in return. 
The stated mission of the CGIAR of contributing to alleviation of poverty suggests 
the need for the CGIAR to assume a more active role in participatory plant breeding, with 
possible emphasis on methodology development, and identification and development of 
appropriate breeding materials. These issues need consideration by the SGRP, the 
management of Centres and by donors to provide the necessary funding. A good start has 
been made within the CGIAR by member Centres of the SGRP and by the Systemwide 
Programme on Participatory Research and Gender Analysis for Technology Development 
and Institutional Innovation (SWP/PRGA) coordinated by CIAT. New participatory 
methodologies have important contributions to make to agricultural R&D, but they raise a 
number of institutional challenges and dilemmas. CGIAR Centres often lack the expertise to 
use such methodologies effectively. 
Recommendation 18: 
The Panel recommends that the SGRP programme should include support to 
research and methodology development in on-farm crop improvement and 
participatory breeding and gender. 
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5.6 Alternative Structures for the SGRP 
The Panel is convinced that for the CGIAR to play its full role in the genetic resources 
arena, a Systemwide programme is indeed needed. CGIAR goals will not be achieved by 
independent Centres acting alone and the challenge for the CGIAR is to determine how best 
to pull together the varied expertise available in the System into a coherent and effective 
force at the international level. Despite the achievements of the last few years, the Panel 
believes that the existing Systemwide Programme for Genetic Resources needs to be 
changed. While there are several options from an organizational standpoint, the Panel 
believes that the status quo is not one of them. 
5.6.1 A New SGRP 
To be effective the SGRP needs, as discussed in Chapter 4, a higher profile, a clearer 
vision, strategy and direction, more focused priorities and a more outward looking approach. 
The Panel believes that this can best be achieved by establishing a strong Board or 
Steering/Policy/Oversight Committee for the SGRP and by changing the role of the present 
ICWG-GR into what it really is, i.e., a technical committee. The role, composition and 
reporting relationships of the proposed SGRP Board and SGRP Technical Committee would 
be as follows: 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
5.6.1.1 SGRP Board or Steering/Policy/Oversight Committee 
Role 
Determine the strategy, direction and priorities for the entire CGIAR genetic resources 
programme, including the genetic resources programmes of the Centres; 
Formulate CGIAR policies in the genetic resources area; 
Define the SGRP work programme, including that of the SGRP Technical Committee 
and of the SGRP Secretariat; 
Oversee the SGRP Technical Committee and the Secretariat; 
Allocate the SGRP budget for collaborative projects/activities, based on proposals from 
the Technical Committee; 
Oversee the fund-raising activities for the SGRP. 
Composition 
an independent Chairperson, 
two CGIAR Centre Directors-General (including the DG of IPGRI), 
one representative from the Committee of Board Chairs, 
one representative from the NGO Committee, 
one representative from the Private Sector Committee, 
one representative from FAO, 
one representative from the donors, 
one representative from the NARS, 
the Chairperson of the SGRP Technical Committee (see below). 
The Board Chairperson should be designated by the CGIAR and the other members 
designated by their constituencies, all of them for periods similar to those of Centre Board 
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members. The Board members need not have specialized technical expertise in genetic 
resources but should have competence in relevant areas. 
Reporting Relatiorzship 
The SGRP Board would report to the CGIAR just as Centres do and its Chairperson 
should be a member of the Committee of Board Chairs. 
5.6.1.2 SGRP Technical Committee 
Role 
l Within priorities defined by the SGRP Board, examine, discuss, and debate genetic 
resources issues of relevance to the Centres or to the System as a whole; 
l Discuss issues as requested by the SGRP Board; 
l Make recommendations as appropriate; 
l Define its own work programme and propose it for SGRP Board endorsement; 
l Propose to the Board collaborative projects/activities for SGRP endorsement and 
funding. 
Composition 
This Committee would have the same composition as the existing ICWG-GR (one 
representative per CGIAR Centre, plus the SGRP Programme Leader, the SGRP Coordinator, 
and one representative from FAO), except that the Panel considers that it be chaired by an 
independent person, designated by the SGRP Board and with strong technical expertise in 
genetic resources; the Chairperson may call on outside technical expertise as needed. 
Reporting Relationship 
The SGRP Technical Committee would report to the SGRP Board. 
5.6.1.3 SGRP Programme Leadership and Coordination 
Role 
The role of the SGRP Programme Leader, who should continue to be the DG of 
IPGRI, and of the SGRP Coordinator, would essentially remain as at present except that, as 
mentioned in Chapter 4, they should: 
l exercise greater leadership in managing the programme under the direction, and within 
the strategy and priorities defined by the SGRP Board; 
l manage and monitor the SGRP budget; 
l manage the SGRP fund-raising activities under the aegis of the Board; and, 
l more closely manage the “housekeeping” activities of the SGRP. 
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Reporting Relationship 
The SGRP Programme Leader would report to the SGRP Board and the SGRP 
Coordinator would report to the Programme Leader by whom he/she would be selected with 
approval from the SGRP Board. 
5.6.1.4 Costs 
The Panel realizes that this organizational structure might entail additional transaction 
costs, but it feels that the increase should be limited since the genetic resources policy 
formulation and oversight role presently exercised by the GRPC would now be exercised by 
the proposed SGRP Board, which means that no additional organizational body would have 
been created. 
5.6.2 Alternatives 
The Panel briefly discussed two alternatives to the above organizational structure but 
feels that their degree of acceptability to the CGIAR might be lower in view of the concerns 
already raised by some stakeholders about the dominance of IPGRI in the genetic resources 
area. 
In the first alternative the role of the SGRP Board would be exercised by the IPGRI 
Board, thus obviating the need for a separate Board, and all other things remaining as 
proposed above. The IPGRI Board would then be responsible for IPGRI as well as for the 
separate SGRP Programme, managed by its Programme Leader (the DG of IPGRI) with the 
help of a Coordinator and with the SGRP Technical Committee reporting to the IPGRI 
Board. This would be similar to the existing arrangement for the Systemwide Slash and Bum 
Programme. It would reduce the transaction costs and be consistent with the December 1994 
discussions held in Rome on the management of Systemwide programmes where it was 
stated that oversight and governance of Systemwide programmes should be the responsibility 
of existing Boards of convening or lead Centres. This alternative would be perfectly 
acceptable to the Panel. 
The second alternative is more radical and goes further along the path of integration 
and simplicity. It is based on the notion that Systemwide programmes were needed only to 
get the resisting autonomous CGIAR Centres to work together. If indeed the CGIAR goals 
cannot be reached by independent Centres acting alone, then one might conclude that the 
CGIAR Centres have no choice but to willingly and trustingly cooperate to achieve their 
common goals. In this case, separate Systemwide programmes are not needed; they should 
become part of the programme of the convening or lead centre. The SGRP then would 
simply become part of the IPGRI programme. No Board or Steering Committee would be 
needed, neither would a Programme Leader nor a separate Programme Coordinator. A 
Technical Committee, as described above, would still be highly recommended in this 
scenario. This option would minimize transaction costs and maximize efficiency but would 
heighten concerns, especially of some donors and of other CGIAR Centres, about IPGRI’s 
overbearing role in genetic resources. One way of alleviating those concerns would be by 
changing the composition of the Board of IPGRI to include a significant representation of 
donors and other CGIAR Centres. The Panel felt that this alternative might not presently be 
an acceptable option to the CGIAR stakeholders. 
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Within these alternative organizational structures, the Panel also discussed, and offers 
for consideration, the merits of a possible regionalization of the SGRP programme. Most 
CGIAR Centres actively involved with conservation and use of GR are located in or near 
major centres of crop diversity. Within such centres of diversity there is some commonality 
in the crop genetic resources with which the national genebanks have to deal. The 
requirements of agriculture and plant breeding are also often similar. Furthermore, the GPA 
puts emphasis on regional orientation to genebanking, networking and capacity 
building/strengthening. Regionalizing SGRP and its support to national programmes would 
therefore appear to make sense. For the same reasons IPGRI established its regional offices, 
in most cases located at other CGIAR Centres. The Panel considered the possibility of 
further integration of IPGRI’s regional activities with the GR programmes of the crop 
Centres. The regional programme would consist of a CGIAR Centre-controlled part 
responsible for all conservation activities in mandated crops, i.e., the actual genebank 
programme. In addition, as part of the SGRP, the programme would provide support and 
services to national programmes in the region in such areas as GR surveys, monitoring, 
support in training and capacity strengthening, documentation and others. Centres would 
thus be dealing with broad issues of GR in the various regions and in fact come close to the 
regional genetic resources centres suggested ever since agrobiodiversity became an issue, and 
which formed the basis of the Beltsville Declaration of 1972 leading to the establishment of 
IBPGR. 
5.6.3 Genetic Resources Expertise in CGIAR Governance 
Given the importance of genetic resources to the work of the CGIAR and its visibility 
in the international context, and in order to ensure the implementation of the recommended 
changes, the Panel suggests that the governing bodies of the CGIAR (e.g., Centre Boards, 
TAC) ensure that they have sufficient and appropriate expertise in this area. 
5.7 Facing Realities of the CGIAR 
The Panel is well aware that the present structure of Centre governance in the CGIAR 
does not necessarily favour strong Systemwide programmes. It is an organization based on 
consensus and if there is no consensus, which the Panel expects will be the case on some of 
its recommendations, implementation becomes a problem, especially when individual 
autonomy of Centres is at stake. The Panel assumes that this issue will be addressed by the 
CGIAR System Review Panel, which is chaired by Mr. Maurice Strong and being conducted 
in parallel to this SGRP Review. Meanwhile, the Panel decided that it is opportune to 
highlight problems it expected, and make some suggestions as to how these could be faced, 
for consideration by the CGIAR as a whole. We believe that these issues must be faced, if 
the CGIAR is to maintain continued relevance in GR and carry out its mission to serve the 
interests of its stakeholders. 
It seems to the Panel that the central questions are how to ensure that the CGIAR’s 
GR policies are developed and applied uniformly (especially in relation to the in trust 
collections), that its strategies are coherent, that it presents a united front at international fora 
and becomes a more effective player in the overall genetic resources scene. The Panel has 
the impression that these are only of fundamental concerns at the CGIAR level - and for 
IPGRI, but are not shared by the Boards and management of all Centres. Some Centres 
appear to see little reason why they should be concerned - at least to the extent of 
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significantly adjusting the way in which they operate. In particular, they seem to be 
extremely sensitive and even reluctant to take any action that might threaten their autonomy, 
even if agreeing that such action might be important. A crop research institute, for example, 
is judged by (and its funding derived from) the impact it achieves as a result of improving 
and deploying its mandate crops - NOT from the impact it has on the conservation of genetic 
resources. Therefore it is difficult to motivate a Centre to give up some of its autonomy for 
the sake of something that it does not see as important to the achievement of what it considers 
to be its primary mandate or mission. 
Throughout this Review, the Panel stressed the need for more coherence in GR 
policies and actions. It is true that much has been achieved, especially in the policy area. 
However, the world is changing fast and in the view of the Panel, the CGIAR is in danger of 
being left behind. What has been accepted among partner institutions up to now, is going to 
come under ever increasing scrutiny and pressure from them and other stakeholders - policy 
makers, NGOs, farmers and others, as the issue of genetic resources continues to become 
more and more political rather than just a technical issue. Centres already find it difficult to 
cope with increasing criticism by civil society organizations. 
This puts the ball squarely in the court of the overall governance of the CGIAR and 
what the donor community expects from the CGIAR in the area of GR and where they want 
to put their funds. Learning from the 1994 Stripe Study, the Panel expects that under the 
present circumstances, the establishment of a strong Board-like body with appropriate 
authority to oversee GR activities in the CGIAR supported by the ICWG-GR as more of a 
technical committee, may not meet with unanimous support from the Centres. Nevertheless, 
the Panel considers stronger central inter-Centre governance absolutely essential. 
As stated in the Report, and indicated by the title of the final Chapter 5, 
“Opportunities and Options”, the Panel appreciated the complex nature of the problem, which 
is further complicated by the reduced financial resources available to various Centres. The 
present Review would have undoubtedly benefited from early and in depth dialogue with the 
various stakeholders within the System. This might have led to a wider range of institutional 
options and a refinement of terms of reference, span of control, responsibilities, lines of 
authority, funding and so on. The Panel discussed these issues, but lack of time did not allow 
further elaboration. 
The Panel suggests that a follow-up dialogue is needed within the CGIAR, through 
TAC, about how it wishes to position itself in GR conservation globally, and what role it 
realistically wants to assume in the implementation of the GPA. Realistically, because the 
CGIAR is in danger of claiming roles and even achievements on which it can not deliver. 
Based on such an assessment, an appropriate governance mechanism could be further refined 
and adjusted, balancing Centre control over their genebanks with Systemwide programme 
governance in GR that ensures coherence of policies and actions. Lines of funding should 
reflect the organizational structure and promote the interest of Centres to cooperate fully. 
The Panel offers these suggestions for serious consideration. The Panel considers 
that, at least for GR, decisive action is imperative in the interest of the long-term relevance of 
the CGIAR. The Panel is convinced that, unless the CGIAR learns to operate effectively as a 
unified System, in GR matters it will be left behind and will lose opportunities that now are 
still open to it. 
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APPENDIX II 
TERMS OF REFERENCE 
1) To assess the 1994 TAC Stripe Study recommendations, their continued relevance in 
light of the rapidly evolving global genetic resources environment, and the extent to which 
they have been implemented by SGRP. 
2) To assess the role of SGRP in relation to other bodies within the CGIAR in providing 
leadership to the System’s thinking on genetic resources, and in promoting and guiding 
initiatives aimed at appropriately positioning the CGIAR within the global genetic resources 
effort. 
3) To assess the commitment to SGRP by the participating Centres and the efficiency 
and effectiveness of current operational modalities. This evaluation should cover such aspects 
as SGRP leadership, management of the programme, coordination mechanisms, decision- 
making processes, scope and effectiveness of contributions to SGRP by member Centres and 
the recognition afforded to these contributions. Attention should be given to relationships 
both within the CGIAR as well as with non-CGIAR partners. 
4) To evaluate the quality, relevance and timeliness of SGRP outputs. 
5) To assess the roles and responsibilities of the Centres individual genetic resources 
prograrnmes in relation to those of the SGRP as a whole. How do these roles relate to each 
other and how does SGRP ensure that the “whole” is greater than the sum of its parts? What 
is the value added to the contribution of the individual Centres, including IPGRI, by SGRP. 
6) To identify the full scope of the CGIAR’s genetic resources activities and its links to 
individual Centre and Systemwide research on natural resources management and increasing 
productivity. The Panel should consider and advise on the balance of activities within the 
SGRP (e.g., between ex situ and in situ management of genetic resources) and its boundaries 
in terms of the scope of species covered and the extent to which it should include topics such 
as pre-breeding/genetic enhancement, germplasm health and quarantine and biosafety. 
7) To identify the SGRP’s role in providing leadership and coherence within the system 
in relation to IPR issues in genetic resources. 
8) To assess and advise on the priorities, strategies and future plans of the SGRP and its 
priority setting processes. 
9) To analyze the adequacy of the current budgetory and funding arrangements, both for 
the individual Centre-managed genetic resources programmes as well as for the collaborative 
elements of SGRP. Can long-term, sustainable funding opportunities be identified, 
particularly for the Centre genebanks? 
More specifically, the Review will evaluate the effectiveness and the success or 
otherwise of the SGRP in: 
(a) Creating coherence in the genetic resources activities among the CGIAR Centres 
which participate in the programme? 
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w Whether there is a common genetic resources policy that is acceptable to all Centres? 
(c) Are similar practical procedures used in conservation methods on a Systemwide basis 
in so far as this is possible having regard to the diversity of species involved? 
(4 Does the existence of SGRP enable the CGIAR to present the approach to its genetic 
resources responsibilities in a unified way to international fora and to the press and media 
generally? 
Cd Should the organization of SGRP be modified so that there can be non-Centre 
members, such as NARS? 
(0 Does SGRP adequately address the genetic conservation of animals, aquatic 
organisms and woody perennials ? 
k> Is there need for the CGIAR to have a common policy on in situ conservation and for 
. research on in situ conservation? 
O-4 Has the creation of SINGER enabled information to be transferred easily between 
Centres and between Centres and NARS? 
(9 Is the organization, management and leadership of SGRP the most effective for a 
Systemwide activity? 
(i) Are the financial resources available to SGRP used appropriately and efficiently? 
(k) Will the panel enunciate any general lessons that can be learnt from SGRP about the 
operation of Systemwide activities? 
APPENDIX III 
ITINERARY OF THE EXTERNAL REVIEW PANEL 
The initial meeting of the Panel took place at the Centre for Genetic Resources, 
Wageningen, The Netherlands, from 18 to 22 January 1998. Two Panel members attended 
the ICWG-GR meeting in Nairobi, Kenya from 8 to 12 January 1998, and a Panel member 
attended the SPAAR meeting in Arusha, Tanzania, from 23 to 25 February 1998. 
The Panel Chair attended the IPGRI Board meeting in Rome, Italy, from 9 to 13 
March 1998, and visited FAO. The Panel Chair, two Panel members and Panel staff attended 
the MTM’98 in Brasilia to interact with a range of stakeholders which included: the CGIAR 
Cosponsors, the CDC, representatives from the Oversight Committee, the Private Sector 
Committee, the NGO Committee, the Genetic Resources Policy Committee, TAC, the 
CGIAR System Review Panel, the Global and Regional Fora, the CBC and the 
Biotechnology Panels; and Centre staff and CGIAR Members. 
At various points during the Review, the Panel members consulted with a number of 
senior staff from CGIAR Centres, FAO and donor agencies. 
The Panel met from 23 July to 5 August 1998 at the Centre for Genetic Resources, 
Wageningen, to prepare its Report. Draft Chapters of the Report were shared with the SGRP 
Programme Leader and Steering Committee. 
APPENDIX IV 
ACTIVITIES FUNDED BY SGFU’ 
SGRP funds support the coordination and collaborative action component of the Programme. 
This part of the total Programme is directed to bringing greater cohesion and cost- 
effectiveness to the overall CGIAR contribution on genetic resources management. It 
comprises mechanisms and activities that ensure the coordination and promote the 
development of the Programme, namely: 
l the coordinating Secretariat and meetings of the ICWG-GR 
l SGRP representation, public awareness and information dissemination 
0 specific collaborative activities, typically at the system or multi-centre level 
The ICWG-GR endorsed programme of work on SGRP representation and public awareness 
activities and materials, information management and dissemination, policy formulation and 
research, capacity development and genetic resources management and research, comprises a 
set of activities that range from zero to full SGRP funding. Below is a table that summarises 
those activities that received full or partial SGRP funding support from 1995 to 1998. 
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Activities Supported by SGRP 
1995 - Present 
Title Lead Centre Expenditure 
(charged to SGRP) 
Notes on actual expenditure: full/partial 
(in many cases, staff time & overhead costs are 
waivered as a contribution in kind) 
1995 
Public awareness and information materials 
SINGER project (phase 1) year 1 (special project funds) 
Internally commissioned external review of CGIAR genebank 
operations 
Programme Planning Meetings: 
l Consultation on the development and application of methods 
for in situ conservation 
. Planning framework on aquatic genetic resources (including 
convening of a consultation on fish genetic resources) 
. Development of socio-economic policies for genetic 
resources (including consultation) 
l Consultation on livestock genetic resources 
Genetic Resources Management Research: 
l Technical consultation on regeneration of germplasm 
l Technical consultation on field and in vitro genebank 
management 
l In situ methodology forest genetic resources 
SGRP Secretariat 
SGRP Secretariat 
SGRP Secretariat 
CIFOR 
ICLARM 
IPGRI 
ILRI 
IPGRI 
IPGRI 
CIFOR 
$163,759 
$1,057,760 
$151,354 
$24,500 
$75,000 
$19,947 
$13,250 
$48,601 
$37,926 
$58,824 
Full. 
Full. 
Full. 
Full. 
Partial. Total expenditure $8 1,664. ICLARM covered the 
difference. 
Full. 
Full. 
Partial. ICRISAT covered lodging and meal costs of 
participants 
Partial. CIAT contributed to local meeting costs. 
Partial. Additional contributions from CIFOR, IPGRI 
($10,000) and a donor. 
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Title Lead Centre Expenditure 
(charged to SGRP) 
Notes on actual expenditure: full/partial 
(in many cases, staff time & overhead costs are 
waivered as a contribution in kind) 
1996 
Public awareness and information materials: 
l Annual report, genebank review report, etc. 
. PA activities at Leipzig 
Genetic Resources Information Management: 
l SINGER project (phase 1) year 2 (special project funds) 
l Development of the International Crop Information System 
(timeframe 1996-1997) 
Genetic Resources Management/Global System: 
l Further integrating fish genetic resources and related 
activities into SGRP 
Genetic Resources Management Research: 
l Modelling the genetic effects of forest fragmentation - Year 
1 
l Production of guidelines for field and in vitro genebank 
management 
l Production of guidelines for the regeneration of germplasm 
of seed crops and their wild relatives 
SGRP Secretariat $100,112 Full. 
SGRP Secretariat 
CIMMYT 
$590,020 
$100,000 
Full. 
Full for this specific activity as described in the Letter of 
Agreement. Partial with respect to the total costs 
contributed by the individual Centres participating in ICIS 
(in particular CIMMYT, IRRI and ICRISAT). 
ICLARM $49,000 Partial. Total expenditure $57,454. ICLARM covered 
the difference. 
CIFOR 
IPGRI 
IPGRI 
$60,000 
$18,000 
$18,000 
Partial. Additional $10,000 from CIFOR and $50,000 
from IPGRI. 
Partial. FAO contributed $2,500 and IPGRI has budgeted 
an additional $6,000. Final publication under preparation. 
Partial. IPGRI expended an additional $9,200 which 
includes $2,500 contribution from FAO. 
Title Lead Centre 
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Expenditure Notes on actual expenditure: full/partial 
(charged to SGRP) (in many cases, staff time & overhead costs are 
waivered as a contribution in kind) 
1997 
Public awareness and information materials: 
l Annual report, genebank review report, etc. 
. Geneflow 
l Wren-Agfax radio and media services 
l Purchase and distribution of book ‘Biodiversity in Trust’ 
Genetic Resources Information Management: 
l SINGER project maintenance/termination phase 1 
l The International Crop Information System 
l Development of a CGIAR System-wide microbial genetic 
resources database 
Genetic Resources Management/Global Svstem: 
l Genebank review follow-up 
l Regional consultations on GPA follow-up in SSA, WANA & 
LAC 
l Planning meeting for a regional initiative for the conservation 
and utilization of cassava, sweet potato and yam germplasm in 
Sub-Saharan Africa 
l Supporting national plant genetic resources programs in 
Central Asia 
SGRP Secretariat $3 1,777 
SGRP Secretariat $10,000 
SGRP Secretariat 
SGRP Secretariat 
$6,000 
$12,608 
SGRP Secretariat 
CIMMYT 
ICARDA 
IRRI 
IPGRI 
CIP 
ICARDA 
$122,670 
$25,000 
$44,000 
$15,736 
$75,000 
$25,000 
$8,333 
Full. 
Partial. Total expenditures by IPGRI for production of 
Geneflow in 1997 were $43,000 
Full. 
Full. 
Full. 
Partial. CIMMYT and other Centres collaborating in 
ICIS covered additional meeting costs 
Full. 
Full. 
Partial. FAO contribution $240,000; other expected 
contributors $34,589 
Partial. CIP contribution $5,000; IITA $2,500; IPGRI 
$2,500 
Partial. ICARDA covered additional costs within budget 
of $25.000 
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Title Lead Centre Expenditure 
(charged to SGRP) 
Notes on actual expenditure: full/partial 
(in many cases, staff time & overhead costs are 
waivered as a contribution in kind) 
1997 (Cont’d) 
Genetic Resources Management Research: 
l Modelling the genetic effects of forest fragmentation - Year 2 
l Selection of core subsets in collections of root and tuber crops 
l Costs of storage and maintenance of en situ cereal germplasm 
l Improvement of germplasm management procedures at the 
accession level 
CIFOR 
CIP 
IFPRI 
IPGRI 
$50,000 
$38,000 
$54,85 1 
$8,333 
Partial. CIFOR contribution $30,000; IPGRI contribution 
$25,000 
Partial. CIP additional expenditures $2 1,842 
Full. 
Partial. There will be an additional IPGRI contribution; 
activity in progress. 
Genetic Resources Policv Research: 
l Policy workshop on tree germplasm demand and supply 
. Intellectual property protection policies and CGIAR genetic 
resources: proposal development . 
ICRAF 
IFPRI 
$8,333 
$25,000 
Partial. Additional contribution from ICRAF $40,489 and 
donor $14,500 including costs of staff time 
Full. 
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Title Lead Centre Expenditure Notes on actual expenditure: full/partial 
(charged to SGRP) (in manjr cases, staff time & overhead costs are 
. waivered as a contribution in kind) 
1998 
Public awareness and information materials: 
l Annual report, fact sheets, web site, etc. 
l SGRP slide presentation 
Genetic Resources Information Manapement: 
l SINGER (‘phase 2) year 1 (special project funds) 
. ICIS phase 2 year 1 (special project funds) 
Genetic Resources Management/Global System: 
l Development of a scientifically sound and financially 
sustainable global genebank system 
l Development of a discussion paper on the status of N-fixing 
organism collections held in CGIAR Centres 
l Preparation of sub-regional workshops on conservation, 
management, sustainable use and enhancement of forest 
genetic resources in Sub-Saharan Africa 
l Livestock genetic resources characterization in WANA 
Genetic Resources Management Research: 
l Exploiting genome homoeology to enhance the utilization of 
ex situ germplasm collections 
SGRP Secretariat $30,0001 
SGRP Secretariat $5,000’ 
SGRP Secretariat 
CIMMYT 
IPGRI 
ICARDA 
IPGRI 
ICARDA 
IRRI 
$300,000’ 
$67,000 
$30,000 
$9,550 
$25,000 
$12,950 
$100,000 
Full. Final costs at year’s end 
Full. Final costs at year’s end 
Full. Final costs at year’s end 
Proposal awaited. Partial: CIMMYT and other 
collaborating Centres will contribute funding 
Partial. Additional donor funds in amount of $40,000 are 
expected 
Full 
Partial. FAO contributing $65,000, ICRAF $7,000, 
IPGRI $8,000 
Pending receipt of revised proposal 
Full. 
’ Estimate. 
A. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
’ APPENDIX V 
DOCUMENTS PROVIDED TO THE REVIEW PANEL 
TAC and CGIAR Documents 
Report of the TAC Stripe Study of Genetic Resources in the CGIAR, TAC Secretariat, FAO, 
1993. 
Medium Term Plan 1998-2000 of the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI). 
Medium Term Plan 1999-2001 of the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI). 
Report of the CGIAR Genetic Resources Policy Committee, London, l-3 Sept. 1997. (Includes 
Draft Ethical Principles Relating to Genetic Resources.) 
Report of the CGIAR Genetic Resources Policy Committee, Foz do Iguacu, Brazil, 25-26 
April 1997. (Includes Working Principles for the CGIAR Centers on Intellectual Property & 
Genetic Resources and Options for Scope & Terms of Access.) 
Intellectual Property Rights & Access to Genetic Resources in the Consultative Group on 
International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), by Geoffrey Hawtin & Timothy Reeves. 
Report of the Third External Review of the International Board for Plant Genetic Resources 
(IBPGR), 1991. 
Report of the Fourth External Review of the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute 
(IPGRI), 1997. 
Summary of Proceedings and Decisions of the CGIAR Mid Term Meeting, New Delhi, India, 23- 
27 May 1994. 
Summary of Proceedings and Decisions of the CGIAR Mid Term Meeting, Cairo, Egypt, 26-30 
May 1997. 
Summary of Proceedings and Decisions of International Centres Week, Washington DC, October 
28 November 1,1996. 
CGIAR Priorities and Strategies for Resource Allocation During 1998-2000. 
Review Process in the CGIAR, 1988. 
Guidelines for External Programme and Management Reviews of CGIAR Centres. 
Extract from the TAC 63 .Meeting on the discussion of the Stripe Study. 
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16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
CGIAR Financial Reports (August 1996). 
Committees and Units of the CGIAR: Roles, Responsibilities, and Procedures (April 3, 1996). 
27. Most recent CGIAR financial guidelines and manuals relating to: 
28. CGIAR Research Agenda: 1999-2001 Medium Term Plans (MTP). 
B. SGRP Documents 
29. Report of the Extraordinary Meeting of the Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources 
(ICWG-GR), IPGRI, Rome, 8-l 1 Feb. 1994. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
Lucerne Declaration and Action Program (February 9-10, 1995 - 2 Vols.). 
Most recent CGIAR Annual Report. 
Most recent CGIAR Brochure and Directory. 
(4 
(b) 
Financial Requirements of the 1998 CGIAR Research Agenda 
(Agenda Item: 8, Dot. No: MTM/97/14, May 6, 1997); 
Financial Requirements of the 1997 CGIAR Research Agenda 
(Dot. No: MTM/96/10, April 26, 1996). 
Organization and Management of the CGIAR System: A Review, 1993. 
Reference Guides for CGIAR International Agricultural Research Centers and their Boards of 
Trustees, August 1997. 
Governance and Management of the CGIAR Centers, 1991. 
Most recent volume of the CGIAR Board of Trustees Directory (October 1996). 
Some Thoughts Toward Ensuring the Successful Performance of Boards in the CGIAR System, 
1987. 
(4 Financial Management Guidelines, Series No. 1 (January 1988); 
(‘4 Accounting Policies and Reporting Practices Manual (October 1993); 
Cc) Financial Guidelines - Audit Manual (July 7, 1995). 
Report of the Fifth Meeting of the ICWG-GR, ICARDA, Aleppo, 15-18 Jan. 1995. 
Report of the Sixth Meeting of the ICWG-GR, CIP, Lima, 22-27 Jan. 1996. 
Annex to the Report of the Sixth Meeting of the ICWG-GR, CIP, Lima, 22-27 Jan. 1996. 
33. Report of the Seventh Meeting of the ICWG-GR, CIFOR, Pun&, 28 Jan. - 1 Feb. 1997. 
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34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
Report of the Eighth Meeting of the ICWG-GR (Programme of Work), ICRAF, Nairobi, 7-13 
Jan. 1998. 
Annex to the Report of the Eighth Meeting of the ICWG-GR, ICRAF, Nairobi, 7-13 Jan. 1998. 
Annual Report of the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP). 
Annual Report of the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP). 
Draft text from 1997 Annual Report of the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme 
(SGRP). 
Medium Term Plan 1998-2000 of the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme 
(SGRP) (Annex of the Medium Term Plan of the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute). 
Report of the Internally Commissioned External Review of the CGIAR Genebank Operations. 
Annex to the Report of the Internally Commissioned External Review of the CGIAR Genebank 
Operations: Centres’ Responses to the External Review. 
Summary Proceedings of the Consultation on Fish Genetic Resources, convened by ICLARM, 
Rome, Italy, 1 l-l 3 December 1995. 
SINGER Final Development Report. 
SINGER CD-ROM Fact Sheet, 
Report Submitted by the CGIAR System-wide Genetic Resources Programme (SGRP) to the 
Seventh Session of the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture, May 
1997. 
Report to the ICWG-GR on Fourth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity, May 1998. 
Report on Progress Relative to the Implementation of the Recommendations of the Intemally- 
Commissioned External review of the CGIAR Genebank Operations, April 1998. 
Achievements, Constraints and Impact of the SGRP; Major Issues Confronting the SGRP 
Comments from the ICWG-GR to SGRP EPMR Panel, April 1998. 
Table of SGRP funded activities 1995-1998, August 1998. 
IPGRI Proposal for SGRP Collaborative Activity: “Development of a Scientifically Sound and 
Financially Sustainable Global Genebank System”. 
Progress Report on SGRP funded collaborative Activity: “Development of a System-wide 
Microbial Genetic Resources Database”. 
52. ICARDA Proposal for SGRP Collaborative Activity: “Development of a Discussion Paper on the 
Status of N-fixing Organism Collections Held in CGIAR Centres”. 
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53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
C. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 
61. 
62. 
63. 
System-wide Training on Genetic Resources - Elements of a Strategy. 
ISNAR Proposal for SGRP Collaborative Activity: “Human Resource Development for Genetic 
Resource Managers: Opportunities Available from the CGIAR Centres”. 
Incorporating Gender Sensitive Approaches into Plant Genetic Resources Conservation and Use: 
Selected Bibliography. 
Rural Women: A Key to the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Agricultural Biodiversity. 
Paper presented at the Fourth World Conference on Women, Beijing 4-15 September 1995. 
Emphasis Day on Rural Women. Paper by Pablo Eyzaguirre and Ruth Raymond, IPGRI. 
Documents of the FAO and the Convention on Biological Diversity 
FAO Commission on Plant Genetic Resources Paper CPGR-Ex1/94/Inf. 5 - The 
International Network of Ex Situ Germplasm Collections: Progress Report on 
Agreements with the International Agricultural Research Centres. 
Report of the Seventh Session of the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and 
Agriculture, Rome, Italy, 15-23 May 1997. 
Report on the State of the World’s Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture. 
Global Plan of Action for the Conservation and Sustainable Utilization of Plant Genetic Resources 
for Food and Agriculture. 
The Convention on Biological Diversity. 
The Biodiversity Agenda. Decisions from the Third Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to 
the Convention on Biological Diversity. 
Report of the Third Meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological 
Advice (SBSTTA). (Advance unedited version.) 
APPENDIX VI 
GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 
AnGR 
AVRDC 
BGRP 
CAS/PTB 
CBC 
CBD 
CDC 
CD-ROM 
CGIAR 
CGRFA 
CIAT 
CIFOR 
CIMMYT 
CIP 
COGENT 
COP 
DAD-IS 
DG 
DNA 
ECP/GR 
FAO 
GATT 
CPA 
GRPC 
GRU 
IARC 
IARI 
IBPGR 
ICARDA 
ICIPE 
ICIS 
ICLARM 
ICRAF 
ICRISAT 
ICWG-GR 
IDAD 
IFPRI 
IIMI 
IITA 
IL0 
INGA 
Animal Genetic Resources 
Agricultural Research Institutes 
Asian Vegetable Research and Development Centre 
Biodiversity and Genetic Resources Programme 
Central Advisory Service on Proprietary Technology and Biosafety 
Committee of Board Chairs 
Convention on Biological Diversity 
Centre Directors Committee 
Compact disk - read only memory 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research 
Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture 
Centro Intemacional de Agricultura Tropical 
Centre for International Forestry Research 
Centro Intemacional de Mejoramiento de Maiz y Trigo 
Centro Intemacional de la Papa 
Coconut Genetic Resources Network 
Conference of the Parties (to Convention on Biological Diversity) 
Domestic Animal Diversity Information System 
Director General 
Deoxyribonucleic acid 
European Cooperative Programme on Genetic Resources Networks 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Natoions 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
Global Plan of Action 
Genetic Resources Policy Committee 
Genetic Resources Unit 
International Agriculture Research Centre 
Indian Agricultural Research Institute 
International Board for Plant Genetic Resources 
International Centre for Agricultural Research in Dry Areas 
International Centre of Insect Physiology and Ecology 
International Crop Information System 
International Centre for Living Aquatic Resources Management 
International Centre for Research in Agroforestry 
International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics 
Inter-Centre Working Group on Genetic Resources 
Initiative for Domestic Animal Diversity 
International Food Policy Research Institute 
International Irrigation Management Institute 
International Institute for Tropical Agriculture 
International Labour Organization 
International Network on Genetics in Aquaculture 
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IPGRI 
ISNAR 
ITWG-AnGR 
IU 
IUCN 
MAAS 
MAT 
MTAs 
MTM 
MTP 
MVs 
NARS 
NGO 
PGR 
PGRFA 
PIG 
SADC 
SBSTTA 
SGRP 
SINGER 
SPAAR 
SWPIPRGA 
TAC 
TRIPS 
UNCED 
UPOV 
UPWARD 
WANANET 
WARDA 
WAU 
WIEWS 
WIPO 
WTO 
International Plant Genetic Resources Institute 
International Rice Research Institute 
International Service for National Agricultural Research 
Intergovernmental Technical Working Group on Animal Genetic 
Resources 
International Union 
International Union for Conservation of Nature 
Material Acquisition Agreements 
mutually agreed terms 
Material Transfer Agreements 
Mid-Term Meeting 
Medium-Term Plan 
Modem Varieties 
National Agricultural Research Service 
Non-Governmental Organization 
Plant Genetic Resources 
Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture 
prior informed consent 
Southern African Development Community 
Subsidiary Body on Scientific Technical and Technological Advice 
Systemwide Genetic Resources Programme 
Systemwide Information Network for Genetic Resources 
Special Programme for African Agricultural Research 
Systemwide Programme on Participatory Research and Gender 
Analysis for Technology Development and Institutional Innovation 
Technical Advisory Committee 
Trade Related Intellectual Property Regimes 
United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 
Union for the Protection of New Varieties of Plants 
Users’ Perspective with Agricultural Research and Development 
WANA Plant Genetic Resources Network 
West African Rice Development Association 
Wageningen Agricultural University 
World Information Early Warning System 
World Intellectual Property Organization 
World Trade Organization 

